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ABSTRACT 
 
Scores on state-mandated assessments indicate English Language Learner 
students (ELLs) at Happy Town High School (HTHS) are not performing as well as their 
non-ELL peers. During the 2014-18 school years, the ELL population failed to meet 
expectations in most of their end-of-course exams. In response, administrators have 
focused their efforts on creating and providing teachers additional tools to support the 
ELLs’ instructional needs and academic development. To that end, teachers receive 
professional development training each year, which provides research-based, best 
practice instructional strategies. Despite the targeted professional development provided 
to teachers, current ELLs’ academic assessment scores have not improved significantly. 
This research study attempts to use a more focused field-based approach to professional 
development of the teachers on this issue by focusing on the coaching, monitoring, and 
implementation of the sheltered instructional strategies that teachers learned in district-
provided professional development to support English Language Learners. 
Two questionnaires adapted which incorporate sheltered instructional strategies 
were used to collect the data on sheltered instructional strategies to be analyzed in this 
study. A mixed method approach was used to examine the data in this study. The results 
show there was no significant improvement in any of the components of planning and 
daily instruction. However, the coached group improved in providing comprehensible 
input to the students and performed better than the non-coached group in the lesson. The 
findings of this study can inform the district and school administrators in the 
 iii 
 
implementation of sheltered instructional strategies and in how to support teachers’ 
professional development in order to facilitate the learning of ELL students. The 
professional development model used in this study indicates that ongoing instructional 
coaching and support is needed for all teachers to facilitate the implementation of 
appropriate sheltered instruction strategies in the classroom. 
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CHAPTER I  
INTRODUCTION  
 
 
English Language Learners (ELLs) are “the fastest growing population in the 
United States” (Wolf, Everson, Lopez, Hauck, Pooler, & Wang, 2014, p. 1). As the ELL 
population in Texas continues to increase, the state has made adjustments to support these 
students in their second language acquisition and content knowledge development 
(Seidlitz, Base, & Lara, 2015). During the school year 2013-14, students classified as 
ELLs from kindergarten to twelfth grade in the United States represented 9.3% of the 
student population (National Center for Education Statistics [NCES], 2016). According to 
the Texas Education Agency (TEA), the Texas student population for 2015-16 was 
5,299,728 with an identified ELL population constituting 18% of the state’s overall 
student population (TEA, 2015a). In the last decade, Texas has seen a 40% increase in its 
ELL population (Isensee, 2017). Sanchez (2017) further states that 10% of the student 
population in the United States public school system is learning English as a second 
language. Despite this noticeable growth, ELLs are not receiving sufficient support to 
realize their potential, thus perpetuating a continuous struggle to keep up with the state 
curriculum. 
As Yzquierdo (2017) states, ELLs educators are commonly not prepared to 
provide academic support for students learning content and language at the same time. 
An important factor in student success is the development of teachers’ competencies and 
qualifications aligned directly with the specific academic needs of the ELL population 
  
 
2 
(Stephens & Cassels Johnson, 2012; Yzquierdo, 2017). However, providing teachers 
professional development as a one-size-fits-all model (e.g., general training for all faculty 
members) does not develop a teacher’s capacity in differentiating for ELLs if not 
specifically addressed (Cornett, Ellison, Hayes, Killion, Kise, Knight, Reinke, Reiss, 
Sprick, Toll & West, 2009; Gomez Johnson, 2016). After professional development is 
offered at Happy Town High School, there has not been any follow-up to verify the 
implementation of strategies learned in professional development (J. García, personal 
communication, May 2017). Keeping that in mind, school administrators should adopt 
different approaches to professional development, specifically identified based on 
individual school needs. One such differing approach is instructional coaching defined as 
a partnership relationship between the teacher and the coach (Cornett et al., 2009). 
According to Knight (2008, & 2018), instructional coaching provides support to teachers 
in incorporating techniques to help ELLs acquire English and content at the same time. 
Unfortunately, based on the standardized test results discussed further in this chapter, the 
ELL population is scoring lower than the non-ELL students in standardized test and the 
adopted curriculum does not seem to be providing adequate instruction that supports the 
development of their English language skills and proficiency. The adopted curriculum for 
the initial data in state assessments used in this study was under the implementation of 
the Curriculum at the Scope and Sequence (CSCOPE) curriculum, now known as the 
Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills (TEKS) Resource System.  
At the state level, in the spring semester of 2018, 76,284 ELLs students took State 
of Texas Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) English I end-of-course exams; 
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77% of those students did not attain a passing score (TEA, 2018b). In comparison, only 
36% of their non-ELLs counterparts did not pass the test (TEA, 2018b). Results for the 
STAAR English II end-of course exam indicate 79% of the ELL population did not meet 
exam expectations, while 27% of non-ELLs failed to meet test expectations (TEA, 
2018b). Results for the Biology end-of-course exam indicate that out of the 52,283 ELLs 
who took the exam, 38% did not pass the test. Only 10% of non-ELLs did not pass on the 
same test (TEA, 2018b). Results for the Algebra I test indicate that out of the 54,726 
ELLs who took the exam, 33% did not obtain a passing score. The number of non-ELL 
students who did not pass the test was a mere 15% (TEA, 2018b). Based on this data, it is 
evident that the ELL population at Happy Town High School (HTHS) did not meet state 
acceptable scores in the majority of their end-of-course exams for the 2014-2018 school 
years.  
At the HTHS school, in the fall semester of 2015b, 2016a, 2017b, and 2018b, the 
median differences in scores between non-ELL and ELLs also indicate failing scores in 
Algebra I (8% discrepancy), Biology (17%), English I (23%), and English II (29%). It 
becomes quite apparent that there is something lacking in the way ELLs are learning a 
second language, and how they perform in Biology, English I and English II. According 
to Diaz, Cochran, & Karlin (2016) ELLs students value education as much as the non-
ELLs students, but ELLs feel less competent than their counterpart. Student’s perception 
of themselves and beliefs of how others see them may have an impact on the students’ 
success (Diaz, et al., 2016). These gaps between non-ELLs and ELLs point to the 
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importance of providing appropriate and effective professional development for teachers 
to be able to support ELLs learning in their classrooms. 
Building on these findings, the purpose of this study is to establish a research-
based instructional coaching for teachers to guide the implementation of sheltered 
instructional strategies from the professional development specifically focused primarily 
on the ELLs at Happy Town High School (HTHS) in their English Language Arts I-II, 
and Biology coursework. According to Crawford, Schmeiste, & Biggs (2008), an 
effective sheltered instruction implementation includes professional development, 
classroom observations, and coaching sessions after the classroom observations. The 
study design allows for not only providing shelter instruction professional development 
for teachers but also ongoing instructional coaching and support for all teachers to 
facilitate the implementation of appropriate sheltered instruction instructional strategies 
in the classroom.  
The Problem Space  
Context 
In the 2017-2018 school year, Happy Town Independent School District (HTISD) 
consisted of nine schools, from kindergarten to 12th grade. That school year, HTISD 
enrolled 5,901 students (TEA, 2018a). Happy Town High School (HTHS), located in a 
rural community in Central Texas, had approximately 1,566 students; 74.6% were 
Hispanic, 3.4% African American, 19.8% White, 2.3% of other races (TEA, 2018a). 
About 62.0% of that student population is economically disadvantaged and the English 
Language Learners—the subjects of this study—constitutes 11.8%. At HTISD, the 
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teacher population is: 31.8% Hispanic, 3.4% African American, 62.3% White, and 2.5% 
of other races (TEA, 2018a). Only about 12.7% of all content areas teachers at HTISD 
have an ESL endorsement certification (TEA, 2018a). An ESL certified teacher has the 
responsibility to provide the necessary support to an ELL student during the acquisition 
of English (Seidlitz, Base, & Lara, 2015). Since 87.3% of the teachers at HTISD do not 
have an ESL certification, the teachers may not be competent to be able to incorporate the 
necessary language instructional support to students (Short, 2013). A school district can 
request a Bilingual Education Exception or ESL waiver by November 1 of the school 
year to TEA when there are not enough teachers certified to support the ELL student 
(TEA, 2019). While completing the certification waiver application, the district explains 
the plan to provide adequate training to the teacher without certification (TEA, 2019). A 
district can request a waiver for a teacher only once. Therefore, the teacher needs to get 
their ESL/Bilingual certification within that year (TEA, 2019). In the waiver, the district 
needs to specify how they will provide additional professional development and support 
to the teachers to be able to identify and to better provide instruction to ELL students 
(Seidlitz et al., 2015; TEA, 2018c). By their senior year, ELLs are expected to meet state 
expectations on end-of-course exams in order to receive their high school diploma. 
However, ELLs at HTISD consistently fail to meet state standards as they score far below 
their non-ELL peers on those examinations. As shown in Table 1.1, STAAR results at 
HTHS from Spring 2014 to Spring 2018, attest to the disparity in the achievement scores 
between ELLs and non-ELLs (TEA, 2015b, 2016a, 2017b, & 2018a). The second and 
third columns in Table 1.1 compare English I results between ELLs and non-ELLs, while 
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the third and fourth columns compare English II results between the same two groups 
(TEA, 2015b, 2016a, 2017b, & 2018a).  
Table 1.1  
 
Percentage of ELL Students and Non-ELL Students Passing the English STAAR 
  
English I English II 
Semester and Year when test 
was administered 
ELL 
students 
Non-ELL 
students 
ELL 
students 
Non-ELL 
students 
Spring 2014 23% 60% 10% 67% 
Spring 2015 7% 54% 19% 60% 
Summer 2015 3% 25% 11% 32% 
Fall 2015 11% 34% 5% 34% 
Spring 2016 16% 58% 7% 56% 
Summer 2016 10% 16% 7% 21% 
Fall 2016 27% 29% 34% 36% 
Spring 2017 12% 52% 9% 58% 
Summer 2017 10% 9% 12% 21% 
Fall 2017 18% 22% 3% 23% 
Spring 2018 19% 51% 24% 63% 
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A comparison between ELLs and non-ELLs in Algebra 1 and Biology (Table 1.2) 
STAAR results at HTHS from Spring 2014 to Spring 2016 clearly demonstrates a 
disparity in the achievement scores between ELLs and non-ELLs (TEA, 2015b, 2016a, 
2017b, & 2018a). The second and third columns compare Biology, while the fourth and 
fifth columns compare Algebra 1 results between ELLS and non-ELLs (TEA, 2015b, 
2016a, 2017b, & 2018a). 
Table 1.2  
 
Percentage of ELLs Students and Non-ELLs Students Passing the Biology and 
Algebra 1 STAAR 
 
Biology Algebra I 
Semester and Year when test 
was administered 
ELL 
students 
Non-ELL 
students 
ELL 
students 
Non-ELL 
students 
Spring 2014 56% 90% 60% 90% 
Spring 2015 54% 87% 74% 83% 
Summer 2015 57% 54% No data 
available 
53% 
Fall 2015 71% 31% No data 
available 
16% 
Spring 2016 57% 93% 63% 78% 
Summer 2016 14% 31% 33% 30% 
Fall 2016 33% 30% 18% 21% 
Spring 2017 47% 76% 55% 63% 
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Table 1.2 continued     
 Biology Algebra I 
Semester and Year when test 
was administered 
ELL 
students 
Non-ELL 
students 
ELL 
students 
Non-ELL 
students 
Summer 2017 25% 26% 0% 24% 
Fall 2017 24% 18% 16% 14% 
Spring 2018 54% 76% 49% 57% 
 
Problem Statement 
At HTHS on average, less than 15% of ELLs pass their STAAR exams (TEA, 
2017b). It would be accurate to state that ELLs are struggling with the acquisition of 
knowledge and skills necessary to achieve passing scores on those STAAR tests. Proof of 
such difficulty is recognized amidst the disparity in scores between ELLs and non-ELLs: 
non-ELLs have significantly higher passing rates than ELLs (TEA, 2017b). The students 
with an English language proficiency in the beginning and intermediate levels have a 
language barrier that play a crucial role in performance on standardized state tests (Li, 
Kruger, Beneville, Kimble, & Krishnan, 2018). The development of an ELL’s (beginner 
or intermediate) Academic English is not to the same level as the non-ELL student and an 
ELL student with an advanced or advanced high proficiency level. Therefore, the 
understanding of the readings and writing skills in English are not developed to the level 
needed to have a passing score in the state standardized test (Russell, 2015; Lee, 2018). 
Considering the linguistic skills for an ELL student with beginner or intermediate levels 
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of proficiency, the English proficiency levels can present a barrier on the ELL student 
ability to understand the standardized test and perform well. 
The Problem of Practice 
As mentioned previously, ELL students need to meet certain academic standards 
and pass a battery of standardized tests in order to graduate high school. Additionally, 
TEA requires any ELL student who enters high school in the United States to take 
English language and subject areas STAAR End-of-Course assessments alongside their 
same-age U.S. peers, at the end of the year. This is applicable if they are enrolled in 
English I, Algebra I, or Biology (TEA, 2015a) just as every high school student is 
required to take the subject-area assessments and achieve a minimum score of 
approaching grade level. Hence, high school ELLs need to simultaneously learn the core 
content material and the English language to be successful on their STAAR EOC 
assessment for English I, English II, Algebra I, Biology and U.S. History. Additionally, 
students must write an expository essay, for their English I course in 9th grade, and a 
persuasive essay for the English II course in 10th grade as part of the requirements for 
high school graduation in Texas. The high school requirements to graduate from high 
school are the same for an ELL as a non-ELL student.  
The Language Proficiency Assessment Committee (LPAC), in collaboration with 
the content area teacher, is responsible for making educational decisions for ELLs in the 
school (TEA, 2018c). During the LPAC meeting, the committee determines which 
linguistic accommodations will be provided to ELLs for the end-of-course assessments 
(TEA, 2018c). The Committee members include: the ESOL teacher, the parent of the 
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ELL student, a teacher representative from the special education (SPED) department (if 
an English Language Learner receives SPED services), the administrator or whoever 
oversees the 504 program (if the ELL also receives 504 services) and the LPAC 
administrator. The LPAC will consider the student’s educational background when 
making recommendations. 
Certain exceptions may be granted to allow alternative ways to meet graduation 
requirements. A student may be considered for an English 1 special provision if he or she 
is enrolled in an English 1 course or ESOL 1 course, has been in the USA less than three 
years, and has not received an advanced high Texas English Language Proficiency 
Assessment System (TELPAS) score after 2nd grade (TEA, 2018c). An ELL may also be 
considered for an English 1 special provision if the student has been enrolled in a U.S. 
school for less than three years, or has been classified as an unschooled asylum or refugee 
who has been enrolled in U.S. schools for five years or less without achieving an 
advanced high TELPAS reading score (TEA, 2018c). The English I provision states that, 
at the time students take the English I EOC assessment, they must have received credit 
for the English I class at the end of the school year. To be considered for the English 1 
special provision the parents of the student must have consented their child can receive 
services as an ELL student. The LPAC may approve an English I special provision, and 
the English I EOC assessment would be accepted with the scores as a graduation 
requirement. The LPAC determines the acceptance of the scores for the English I 
STAAR special provision test, taking into consideration the English I teacher’s feedback. 
The student may retake the test. Considering effective instructional strategies an ELL 
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received during instruction, the LPAC can recommend linguistic accommodations to 
make the content accessible during the STAAR.  
A table adapted from TEA is shown as Table 1.3 and lays out linguistic 
accommodations available for ELLs (TEA, 2014). Students who routinely use linguistic 
accommodations in class to comprehend the content material may request from their 
teachers access to linguistic accommodations in class in order to support their academic 
instruction. These linguistic accommodations are recommended by the teachers and 
discussed at the LPAC meetings. If a student is failing a class, the LPAC must ask for 
feedback from the teachers regarding how the content is delivered to ELLs (TEA, 2018c). 
Accordingly, approved linguistic accommodations may be used during EOC assessments, 
but the teacher must implement these linguistic accommodations during instructional 
time in class (TEA, 2018c). As such, providing ELLs with linguistic accommodations 
becomes a useful tool which contributes towards the development of English as their 
second language.  
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Table 1.3  
 
Linguistic Accommodations (TEA, 2014) 
Adapted text(s) 
Bilingual dictionary or glossary 
Clarify directions 
Clarification of word(s) or phrase(s) 
Content Support 
Drawing a pictorial representation 
Extra time for complex materials and/or assignments 
Gestures for added emphasis 
Language and Vocabulary Support 
Model pronunciation 
Non-participation in simple conversations 
Oral translation 
Organize readings in chunks 
Peer and native language support 
Pre-teach vocabulary 
Provide phrases or simple sentences frames 
Read and think aloud 
Rephrase, repeat, or slow down 
Scaffold writing assignments 
Short sentences and single words 
Simple conversations words/phrases 
Text-to-speech 
Tiered sentence stems 
Translate word(s), phrase(s), or sentence(s) 
Visuals and/or verbal cues to reinforce spoken or written words 
Wait time 
Writing on familiar, concrete topics 
Word bank or key vocabulary 
Note: This list is adapted from the English Learner Instructional Accommodations 
Checklist provided by Texas Education Agency in 2014. 
 
The fact that in spite of these strategies ELLs are obtaining lower scores in the 
STAAR end-of-course exams yields further concerns. Given that teachers at HTHS are 
provided periodic professional development in sheltered instructional strategies to teach 
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ELLs, might the problem be that they are not implementing sheltered instruction 
strategies in their classrooms? Or, might it be that ELL teachers at this HTHS are falling 
behind because they are not implementing sheltered instruction strategies effectively? 
These are among the core concerns addressed by this study. However, other factors, such 
as students’ personal and family circumstances must be taken into consideration as well. 
These factors will be discussed later in the literature review.  
 There are several other potential issues related to the disparities in STAAR end-
of-course scores between the ELLs and non-ELLs. For instance, a determining factor 
might be the teacher’s competency to teach English a second language (Short, 2013; 
Gándara & Santibañez, 2016) and content to the students using research-based strategies 
(Krashen & Terrell, 1983; Crawford et al., 2008; Karbalaei & Negin Taji, 2014) such as 
sheltered instruction (Crawford, et al., 2008; Echevarría, Vogt, & Short, 2008; Echevarria 
et al., 2011; Short, 2013). Sheltered instruction is an approach used to develop English 
language and content knowledge simultaneously (Echevarría, Vogt, & Short, 2008; 
Echevarria, Richards-Tutor, Canges, & Francis, 2011; Fritzen, 2011; Kareva & 
Echevarria, 2013; Short, 2013; Polat & Cepik, 2015). During the implementation of 
instructional strategies, the teacher makes the content accessible to ELLs. In the sheltered 
instruction classroom, the teacher clearly communicates the subject-content making the 
content material accessible to ELLs (Echevarría, Vogt, & Short, 2008; Echevarria, 
Richards-Tutor, Canges, & Francis, 2011; Fritzen, 2011; Kareva & Echevarria, 2013; 
Short, 2013; Polat & Cepik, 2015). Unpacking sheltered instruction techniques allows the 
teacher to understand how to incorporate strategies and helps determine the most suitable 
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strategies for a unit (Fritzen, 2011). As mentioned by Fritzen (2011), the systematic 
implementation of sheltered instruction is crucial for its effectiveness in the classroom. 
Focused efforts to discover, acknowledge and address possible reasons for the significant 
differences in tests scores, and then find solutions for such shortcomings might support 
ELLs at HTHS. Thus, monitoring teachers’ implementation of sheltered instruction 
strategies in the classroom after a professional development to ensure implementation is 
called for, and thus guides this study. 
Stakeholders and Values 
My field-based mentor. Ms. Catalina Vela, (pseudonym), provided valuable 
guidance and support throughout this project, and is a district administrator at 
HTISD. She served as my LPAC and ELL mentor during this research. Prior to 
this position, she worked for TEA. She has been working for the HTHS district 
for two years. Additionally, she has audited the school’s LPAC documents and 
ELL individual folders, guiding the school administrators in their next steps for 
professional development.  
Audience. This study targets the teachers with ELLs in their classes, instructional 
coaches, ELL coordinators, and administrators at HTHS. English teachers work directly 
with the English District Instructional Coach, who reports to the district’s central office. 
Collaborative tasks include non-evaluative classroom observations, data analysis, 
conferences, and time planning.  
Implementation. To conduct this study, I worked with five core content high 
school teachers, directly supervising three of them with whom I worked during the 
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inquiries and assessments. I also gathered student STAAR records retrieved from the 
TEA website. These data are identified as public records.  
Professional development dates are assigned by the school district within the 
school calendar usually taking place at least once per semester after the school year starts. 
As part of my conversations with teachers and administrators prior to this research, I was 
informed that teachers attended Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) and 
other instructional training but were never held accountable regarding the implementation 
of those strategies (J. García, personal communication, 2017). To ensure that all the 
teachers in this study had the necessary skills and knowledge related to sheltered 
instruction, it was decided to provide a new professional development to all teachers as a 
refresher or foundation, thus allowing all to have common experiences. During the 2017-
18 school year, teachers took professional development in sheltered instruction strategies 
using the book titled 7 Steps to a Language-Rich Interactive Classroom (7SLRIC) 
(Seidlitz & Perryman, 2011). The training was offered by John Seidlitz, the main author 
of the book, during the summer of 2017. The 7SLRIC approach provides teachers with 
strategies and examples for the implementation of the 7SLRIC strategies in content areas. 
In addition, at the beginning of the school year 2017-18, Ms. Vela offered a professional 
development training tailored by the department. Each teacher in the district received a 
7SLRIC book for a campus-wide study resource. In the following section, will discuss 
each step according to the 7SLRIC. 
As implied by the title, the 7 Steps Language-Rich Interactive Classroom (Seidlitz 
& Perryman, 2011) consists of best practices of instructional strategies. The book is 
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organized in seven chapters providing specific guidance on how to incorporate sheltered 
instructions strategies in the classroom. The first step consists of teaching the students 
what to say instead of “I do not know.” For the implementation of this study, each 
content area teacher was given a classroom poster with phrases for students to use instead 
of saying “I don’t know.” This step supports the students by providing an opportunity to 
use the language to ask for help or additional time to learn. The second step provides 
guidance for students to speak in complete sentences. This occurs when a student answers 
orally or in writing, creating an opportunity for students to “think in complete thoughts” 
(p. 17). While developing a free flow of ideas, the student will be using formal language 
and academic vocabulary when answering in full sentences. If the student is in the 
beginning stages of acquiring a second language, the teacher should provide a stem 
sentence to support language acquisition.  
The third step explains the importance of randomizing and rotating when calling 
on students. Seidlitz & Perryman (2011) state that the purpose of this step is to allow all 
students to be involved and participate in class, instead of only the students who are eager 
to answer. When the educator incorporates this strategy, they can use randomizing or 
rotation depending on the classroom activity. To assess and check for understanding, the 
teacher should also use randomizing. Considering an ELL student may need extra time to 
answer a question, including randomization and rotating allows an opportunity for all 
students in class to participate giving the opportunity to assess all students. Because the 
students have an opportunity to get involved, it creates an environment for all students to 
participate, for students to provide their thoughts and participate in class. Turning to the 
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fourth step, the goal is to incorporate total response signals for students to show when 
they are ready to continue with new material. According to Seidlitz & Perryman (2011), 
the use of total response signals allows the students to prepare to respond, orally or in 
writing. This step provides the teacher with a formative assessment of the class in real 
time. The opportunity to practice the language skills is important to develop and acquire a 
second language. 
The fifth step reiterates the value of using visuals and vocabulary strategies that 
support learning objectives. For example, photos, maps, drawings, and movie clips that 
provide “access to content” (p. 35). This is meant to remove any possible barriers ELLs 
could have which may keep them from relating to the content. By using graphic 
organizers, students can arrange their ideas in order to understand the lesson content. In 
order to develop vocabulary, the teacher should thus show an illustration to add two new 
words during a lesson. Modeling a sentence stem written on the board in class is another 
way to use visual tools in the classroom. A sentence stem should “provide a framework 
for students to gradually use increasing amounts of academic language” (p. 39). Ideally, 
implementing these sentences stem allows for students to develop “new ways of 
thinking” (p. 39). 
Participating in structured conversations is encompassed in the sixth step, which 
is implemented by providing students with a “clearly defined topic” (p. 43) for them to 
share their ideas and points of view. As mentioned by Krashen (2013), providing the ELL 
students with an environment that reduces the affective filter, the ELL student has the 
opportunity to take risks and practice the English in an environment that is less stressful. 
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The seventh and final step shows how to encourage student’s participation in structured 
reading and writing activities. During planning time, the teacher should include a reading 
that is “purpose-driven” (p. 49) by incorporating strategies such as “structured reading 
activities” (p. 49), which serve as an effective tool to develop the students’ literacy skills. 
In the same manner, providing students with guided questions and “sentence and 
paragraph frames gives students more language to use to begin writing” (p. 49). Creating 
opportunities for students to process and express the understanding of a topic requires the 
ability to synthesize and organize ideas. Accordingly, implementing the seventh step in 
the classroom helps “demystify the writing process for students” (p. 49). 
Overall, Seidlitz & Perryman (2011) affirm that providing students a classroom 
environment to practice and use academic language on a daily basis affords those 
students an opportunity to be better prepared for their standardized assessments. 
Ideal Scenario 
In a period of five years, HTHS should develop a professional development 
program to help all teachers on campus earn their ESL certification. During that time, 
school administrators would have to continue offering, monitoring and collecting data 
about classroom instruction and implementation of sheltered instruction strategies. This 
would enable them to develop ways to provide further support for teachers and students.  
Ideally, HTISD will introduce professional development for teachers in such a 
manner that allows them to choose which session to attend according to their needs of 
professional growth to support their students. Creating professional development with 
choices will offer alternatives for teachers targeted and effective professional growth 
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(Baecher, Knoll, & Patti, 2016). According to Gordon (2004), teachers are more likely to 
implement strategies from professional development if they have alternatives to choose 
from based on their needs and interests. As an educational leader, it is important to 
engage in reflective conversations with the teachers to get further insight on their 
teaching practices. During these discussions, the educational leader may help the teacher 
identify areas of growth and support professional development efforts and initiatives. 
The Real Scenario 
I started working at HTHS in the Spring. My arrival at the school took place two 
weeks before spring break, and school administrators were getting ready for the Texas 
English Language Proficiency Assessment System (TELPAS) and STAAR testing. For 
state statistical purposes, ELLs were identified using the Public Education Information 
Management System (PEIMS). Neither HTHS administrators nor the LPAC was able to 
provide me a list of students who were classified as ELLs because such list did not exist 
at the time.  
Furthermore, the LPAC at HTHS had not established a systematic procedure for 
their linguistic testing accommodations meetings. Ms. Vela, a district administrator, had 
trained the committee for the LPAC meeting requirements, but there was no 
administrator at the school to monitor the implementation of the provided professional 
development activities and training.  
The discrepancies between the ideal and real scenario makes it even more 
imperative to develop effective, targeted, and sustained professional development, 
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monitor the implementation of appropriate instructional strategies, and assess the 
outcome. 
My Role 
In over twenty years as an educator, I have had a variety of experiences which 
span different capacities such as mathematics instructor, teacher of Spanish as a Second 
Language, Spanish department lecturer at the university level, and educational leader or 
assistant principal. Because of the above and given my educational and professional 
experiences I am a strong believer that we should attend to the needs of students 
regardless of their academic level, and levels of language proficiency and meet their 
needs in order to successfully transmit course content. During the summer of 2018, Ms. 
Vela brought John Seidlitz to HTISD to provide 7SLRIC professional development for 
the English faculty as an introduction or refresher in sheltered instruction strategies 
discussed in his book. During Mr. Seidlitz’s visit, district English teachers and school 
administrators were required to participate in the 7SLRIC professional development he 
offered. During a professional development at the beginning of the year, I participated 
along with the teachers at HTHS in the professional development offered by Ms. Vela. At 
that time Ms. Vela tailored a one-hour professional development sessions for all teachers 
on campus targeting a specific content area. Ms. Vela’s expectations for the 2017-18 
school year were to have a study book on 7SLRIC for each campus. After the 7SLRIC 
professional development, I gathered data from classroom observations and met with 
individual teachers in the coached group. I was working at HTHS as a high school 
assistant principal and I was also the LPAC administrator. 
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The results of this study should allow school administrators to make decisions 
regarding the type of professional development needed to help close the gap in test scores 
between ELLs and non-ELLs in the EOC English 1, English II and Biology assessments. 
An expected outcome of this study is to improve the educational quality and 
opportunities for those who need it most, students who have been performing below their 
peers. 
Research Questions 
 Building on the concerns and limitations alluded to in the previous sections, I 
wanted to inquire if instructional coaching will have an effect in the implementation of 
sheltered instruction strategies to help ELL students in a small town in Central Texas to 
be successful. To that end, I developed two questions that would guide my study to 
explore the relationship between the teachers' successful implementation of educational 
strategies following a professional development combined with coaching to support 
appropriate implementation of the instructional strategies: 
Research Question # 1. What are the teachers' current practices in their classes to  
support ELLs?  More specifically: 
1a. Before individual coaching, does the teacher have an understanding of  
the 7 Steps to a Language-Rich Interactive Classroom? (Appendix C)  
1b. During the study, what do they state about which and how any or all 7 
steps were incorporated?  
Research Question #2. Does tailored and focused coaching improve the  
successful implementation of sheltered instruction teaching strategies to support  
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ELLs? More specifically: 
2a. Which, if any, of the 7 steps are used in the ELL classroom?  
(Appendix B)  
2b. How and how frequently are any or all of the 7 Steps to a Language-
Rich Interactive Classroom incorporated into classes with ELLs?  
2c. Why do the teachers choose different specific 7 Steps to a Language-
Rich Interactive Classroom strategy?  
2d. How comfortable are the teachers using the strategies suggested in 7 
Steps to a Language-Rich Interactive Classroom?   
Purpose of the Study 
As stated earlier, the purpose of this study is ultimately to promote ELLs 
academic success through effective sheltered instructional strategies. It also seeks to 
propose methods that will serve in the coaching of teachers and targeted specifically for 
guiding them in implementing sheltered instruction strategies. We hope that the proposals 
presented at the conclusion of this study will include effective strategies that can be 
successfully implemented to close the gap between ELL and non-ELL students.  
To achieve these goals, a mixed methods study was carried out to explore the 
relationship between teachers’ implementation of educational strategies after a 
professional development session and the coaching provided to them to ensure the 
successful implementation of the proposed instructional strategies. A multiphase research 
design is used by analyzing STAAR results from school years 2014, 2015, 2016 and 2017 
(QUAN).  
  
 
23 
Significance of the Study 
Given the fact that the ELLs population is increasing in Texas schools (TEA, 
2015a), it is imperative that districts provide support to educators to assess their specific 
educational needs. Therefore, teachers should receive adequate tools to support their 
students’ second language acquisition and development and overall academic success. 
The intent of the ongoing instructional coaching is to support teachers to facilitate 
the implementation of the appropriate sheltered instructional strategies in the classroom, 
to close the gaps between ELLs and non-ELLs by improving the learning opportunities of 
ELL students.  
The future of the democracy of this state depends on improving ELLs education. 
These students are the future of the state and the nation. They are our future healthcare 
providers, educators, and state employees. 
Definition of Terms 
Throughout this study, the following definitions and acronyms will be used: 
1. 7 Steps to a Language-Rich Interactive Classroom (7SLRIC) - This is the title of 
the book by John Seidlitz and Bill Perryman (2011) as well as the name used in 
the present study when referring to the seven steps strategies. These steps are 
combined activities which include providing students alternative answers instead 
of “I do not know”; teaching students how to speak in complete sentences; 
randomizing when calling students; total response signals; using visuals; 
structured conversations; and structured reading and writing activities.  
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2. English Language Learner (ELL) - English Language Learner is the classification 
given to a student who is learning English as a second language. Students are 
classified under this group for administrative and academic purposes when they 
identify their native tongue as a language different from English. The assessment 
and identification should be done upon completion of a home language survey at 
the time of enrollment in any school in Texas. As part of the identification 
process, students take an assessment to identify their proficiency level in English.  
3. English as a Second Language (ESL) Program - The ESL program is offered for 
students who have been identified as possessing limited English proficiency. 
There are two different types of ESL programs: Content-Based and Pull-Out. In 
the Content-Based, the teacher of record has the content certification and the ESL 
certification. In the Pull-Out program, the student receives English instruction by 
an ESL certified teacher and there is additional support for the other content areas 
where the teacher does not have an ESL certification (TEA, 2018c). 
4. English for Speakers of Other Languages - This is the name given to an English 
class offered for high school students whose first language is other than English 
and have been in the United States for less than three years. After completion of 
the ESOL coursework, the student receives credit for the English class. This class 
is the equivalent to their high school English 1 and or English 2 course(s) (TEA, 
2017a).  
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5. Happy Town Independent School District (HTISD) - This is the school district 
where the study took place. This district is in a rural area of central Texas, 
approximately thirty miles southeast of Austin. 
6. Happy Town High School (HTHS) - This is the high school where the study took 
place. It is the only high school under the HTISD. 
7. Language Proficiency Assessment Committee (LPAC) - This is a group which 
includes an ESL certified teacher, a parent of a student receiving ELL services, a 
school administrator, and other educators as needed. Taking into account the ELL 
student teacher’s insight, this committee is responsible for determining which 
services are needed for ELLs. In addition, the LPAC committee monitors the 
students’ progress and grants classroom/testing accommodations when deemed 
necessary (TEA, 2018c). 
8. Professional Development - This is the training offered to teachers. It could take 
place within the district or elsewhere. 
9. Sheltered Instruction - Instructional strategies to provide support for an English 
Language Learner while enabling academic language development and learning 
new content in the general education setting (Fritzen, 2011; Short, 2013; Polat & 
Cepik, 2015; Gonzalez, 2017). 
10. State of Texas Assessment of Academic Readiness (STAAR) - Refers to a series 
of standardized tests students in Texas Schools since third grade. In Texas High 
Schools must pass a series of five as a requirement for graduation. These high 
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school tests include the following subjects: English 1, English 2, Algebra 1, 
Biology, and U.S. History (TEA, 2015a). 
11. Texas Education Agency (TEA) - Governmental agency in Texas which defines 
teacher certification requirements and policies for schools and districts. 
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CHAPTER II  
LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Conceptual Framework 
 This study is grounded in Krashen’s, approach to second language acquisition 
(2008 & 2013). Furthermore, the study is based on the professional model based on the 
research regarding the importance of instructional coaching (Knight, 2008 & 2018; 
Johnson, Leibowitz, & Perret, 2017). One of the most important hypotheses suggested by 
Krashen (2008) is the input hypothesis. This hypothesis proposes that an ELL acquires 
the second language when the input is one step ahead of the current level of his/her 
proficiency. The input hypothesis applies to this record of study because content teachers 
must teach content and language simultaneously. With the exception of the ESOL 
teacher, the teachers in this study have a mixed class with ELL and non-ELL students in 
their classroom. Therefore, the instruction is in English and the teachers are teaching the 
content in English. They need to make the input comprehensible to students using a 
variety of strategies. Incorporating a variety of activities suggested in sheltered 
instruction strategies model helps to make the content accessible for students (Echevarría, 
et al., 2008; Echevarria et al., 2011; Fritzen, 2011; Seidlitz & Jones, 2012; Kareva & 
Echevarria, 2013; Short, 2013; Baecher, et al., 2016). Developing lessons with sheltered 
instructional strategies embedded in the lesson allows students to develop language and 
content at the same time. With the support of the instructional coach while planning, 
preparing, and lesson delivery, teachers incorporate sheltered instruction strategies 
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developing the students’ level of proficiency in English while facilitating their academic 
achievement in different content areas. 
The Input Hypothesis 
Input that is provided to students needs to be comprehensible and just one level 
above their current language proficiency level or content knowledge. Knowing the levels 
of language proficiency of their students allows teachers to increase the level of difficulty 
of content according to the current level of knowledge. This is known as teaching in a 
spiral (Krashen, 2013). Krashen mentions the importance of teaching in a spiral, a 
method in which teachers assess the students’ content knowledge baseline are and add 
new material to help them advance to a new level. Defined in linguistics as input + 1 
(i+1), this entails exposing the ELLs to a higher level of difficulty in the new material as 
compared to their knowledge base (Krashen, 2013). An example of a higher level of 
difficulty will be first asking the student’s questions using visuals and cognate words, and 
then later asking questions using only the cognate words without the pictures. In a 
mathematics class, a teacher may ask the student to solve a numeric problem and 
emphasize academic vocabulary. To support the educational setting of the ELL, the 
teachers provide feedback to the LPAC on strategies implemented in class in order to 
monitor the ELLs’ academic progress. During a Language Arts class, the teacher 
incorporated chunks of information for her instructions providing shorter steps for the 
ELL students to complete the assignment. Between the steps, the teacher talks to the 
student to recall previous information adding a layer of new information. According to 
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Krashen (2013), incorporating i+1 helps reduce the students’ anxiety level and creates a 
comfortable learning atmosphere in the classroom. 
Taking into consideration how students learn languages while learning a subject 
area is important when implementing a language program in school (Gleeson & Davison, 
2016; Yzquierdo, 2017). Implementing sheltered instructional strategies (discussed later 
in this chapter), such as the provision of stem sentences for students to express their 
ideas, allows teachers to support the input +1 hypothesis and build on the students’ 
vocabulary to develop language proficiency (Seidlitz & Perryman, 2011). As discussed 
by De La Garza and Jackson Harris (2017), for a student to be able to speak a language, 
he or she needs to learn the appropriate words of the language, what vocabulary to use in 
different settings, like academically or socially. 
The comprehensible input hypothesis explains a stage when the student is able to 
understand the language but cannot create nor articulate their ideas in full sentences in 
their second language (Krashen, 2013). Comprehensible input includes more than using 
vocabulary at the ELL student’s proficiency level in English. Krashen (2013) adds that it 
also entails being conscious of how the material is presented, explained, and used in 
sheltered instruction instructional strategies and rewording the material. By planning and 
implementing sheltered instructional strategies, educators are providing the necessary 
tools to ELLs while teaching the subject-content and academic language. As Echevarría 
Vogt & Short (2008) point out, developing and implementing a framework for ELLs 
increases the opportunities for these students to practice language and acquire the 
academic level needed to be successful in school. They add, for instance, that sheltered 
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instruction provides teachers with a variety of activities, from lesson plans to classroom 
activities, to reach all levels of proficiency in their classrooms. When the teacher starts a 
lesson at the student’s content knowledge level and builds on that as a part of the 
sheltered instruction program, the teacher allows for the student to make connections to 
previously learned material. Implementing an instructional framework provides a 
common language and consistency in the students’ daily routine (Cain & Laird, 2011). 
Karbalaei & Negin Taji (2014) add that having common teaching practices in the 
classroom across the school provides students a safe learning environment to develop 
their language acquisition. The ELL students need of safe space is key in developing a 
second language (Gonzales, 2015). 
Affective Filter Hypothesis 
The affective filter hypothesis supports that the environment affects the 
acquisition of a second language. Krashen’s affective filter hypothesis applies to this 
record of study because teachers need to create a supportive environment where students 
are willing to take risks (Krashen, 2008). The English as a Second Language school 
program should provide a learning environment where students feel comfortable and a 
space that inspires self-assurance (TEA, 2018c).  
Teachers are expected to create, maintain and ensure an environment conducive to 
learning. For ELLs it is important that this environment allows them to take risks and use 
the language to learn the content material while acquiring English. According to Krashen 
(2008), affective factors (e.g., low anxiety, high motivation) and supportive environment 
have a positive influence on how people acquire a second language. He adds that 
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variables that may influence the second language acquisition process include anxiety, 
student self-motivation, and self-image. Incorporating sheltered instruction techniques, 
such as visuals, graphic organizers or sentence stems, incorporates support provided by 
the teacher for the student during language acquisition and learning of the content 
material. For example, when teaching new vocabulary, providing pictures or visuals 
allows the students to make a connection with the vocabulary word and something they 
know (Echevarría, Vogt, & Short, 2008). Additionally, for classroom discussion, the 
teacher should have a physical signal for students to notify when they are ready to answer 
the question or if they need additional time (Seidlitz, & Perryman, 2011). To provide 
teachers with instructional coaching while they are preparing their lessons creates an 
opportunity to emphasize the focus on different strategies, which have proven effective in 
improving the ELLs’ performance on their end-of-course exam (Kareva & Echevarria, 
2013).  
Likewise, Echevarria (2008) affirms that sheltered instruction provides effective 
strategies for teachers of ELLs and should be used as a tool to support the academic 
language development and content learning of ELLs. Also, Crawford et al. (2008) state 
that by educating in the mainstream with a dominant English language, sheltered 
instruction provides teachers with strategies where students can engage and participate in 
class. And, according to Watkins and Lindhall (2010), ELLs benefit from an instruction 
that targets the content while it activates previous knowledge. 
These two hypotheses, the input hypothesis and the affective filter hypothesis, 
suggest that the students’ language acquisition will be impacted by the environment, 
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teaching methodology, and instructional strategies. It can thus be proposed that educators 
in an instructional coaching environment partner with an instructional coach during the 
implementation of instructional strategies. 
 Research has shown the effectiveness of sheltered instruction professional 
development in the advancement of ELL teachers’ competency. Providing sheltered 
instruction professional development to teachers and assessing the implementation of the 
program would likely increase the use of effective teaching strategies in class facilitating 
students’ achievement (Echevarría, Vogt, & Short, 2008; Echevarria, Richards-Tutor, 
Canges, & Francis, 2011). “The professional development of content teachers often 
focuses on the modifications made to the curriculum in order to make it comprehensible 
to ELLs, known as ‘sheltering’ techniques” (Baecher, Knoll, & Patti, 2016, p. 203). 
However, teachers need to also identify their conceptions regarding the ELLs learning 
process and engage in reflection of their practices (Gleeson & Davison, 2016). 
Instructional coaching could support this instructional practice.  
Sheltered instruction strategies. The implementation of sheltered instructional 
practices in the classroom provides the students with comprehensible input to develop the 
language in social and academic settings (Echevarría, et al., 2008; Echevarria et al., 2011; 
Fritzen, 2011; Seidlitz & Jones, 2012; Kareva & Echevarria, 2013; Short, 2013; Baecher, 
et al., 2016). Sheltered instruction strategies are designed to provide better practices to 
support students’ needs (Echevarria, 2008). Incorporating sheltered instruction strategies 
makes the content area available or accessible to students at the time the ELL student is 
learning English (Echevarría, et al., 2008; Echevarria et al., 2011; Fritzen, 2011; Seidlitz 
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& Jones, 2012; Kareva & Echevarria, 2013; Short, 2013; Baecher, et al., 2016). When 
teachers incorporate a variety of strategies to address the needs of the students, the 
teachers need to integrate activities to develop the students’ English proficiency in all 
language skills: speaking, listening, reading and writing (Echevarria, 2008). Also, to 
promote the students’ second language development, the sheltered instruction strategies 
should be used according to the students’ English proficiency level (Hill, 2016). 
Sheltered instructions strategies are listed in table 2.1, however, this list is not exhaustive. 
The first column lists the sheltered instruction strategies in alphabetical order; the second 
column presents the corresponding recommended language skill to use in support of 
English language development. In the third column the student English proficiency level 
to be developed is listed and in the last column an explanation on how to incorporate the 
sheltered instruction strategy in the classroom. As mentioned by Echevarria, Frey, & 
Fisher (2015), “access is necessary, it alone is not sufficient” (p. 25). The use of the 
sheltered instruction strategies allows the teachers to create an environment with 
necessary support for students to take risks while developing the English language and 
learning the content of their courses (Echevarria, 2008; Macías, Da Luz Fontes, Kephart, 
& Blume, 2012; Stephens & Cassels Johnson, 2012; Velazquez, 2015).   
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Table 2.1  
 
List of Sheltered Instruction Strategy Examples 
    Sheltered 
Instruction 
Strategy 
Language 
Skills 
Proficiency 
Level  
Description of Activity 
     ** Adapted 
Texts 
Reading Beginner and 
Intermediate 
Making the written text accessible for 
the ELL student. Using a variety of 
methods, such as, highlighters, 
graphic organizers, notes on the text, 
the teacher can use audio, or pictures. 
The text is grade level appropriate. 
(Echevarria, Vogt & Short, 2008) 
    ** Chunking 
the material  
All All Providing the material in smaller 
parts or sections for comprehension. 
(Seidlitz, 2011) 
    * Explanation 
of Content 
Objectives 
(Academic 
Tasks) 
All All The teacher uses student friendly 
vocabulary to describe the class 
content and product (Echevarria, 
Vogt & Short, 2008). 
    ** Graphic 
Organizers  
Reading 
and 
Writing 
Beginner and 
Intermediate 
Using a visual representation to 
organize a reading, or ideas. The 
students will organize their ideas in a 
visual format. (Seidlitz, 2011, ). 
    * Grouping  All All Preparing students’ groups for an 
activity taking into consideration the 
student’s English proficiency level, 
language skills and content 
knowledge (Echevarria, Vogt & 
Short, 2008). 
    * Illustration or 
Visuals  
All Beginner and 
Intermediate 
Incorporating pictures to pre-teach 
vocabulary and to support the 
academic language development 
(Echevarria, Vogt & Short, 2008). 
    Notes: One asterisk denotes strategies used in this study; two asterisks are strategies 
the teachers have received prior to this study. 
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    Table 2.1 Continued 
    Sheltered 
Instruction 
Strategy 
Language 
Skills 
Proficiency 
Level  
Description of Activity 
    ** Oral and 
written 
instructions  
All Beginner and 
Intermediate 
Provide the instructions in written for 
students to be able to hear and read 
them. 
    ** Oral 
Scaffolding  
All All The teacher models academic 
language and provides structured 
opportunities for the student to 
express their ideas in oral, and written 
activities. (Echevarria, Vogt & Short, 
2008) 
    ** QSSSA - 
Question, 
Signal, Stem, 
Share, Assess  
Reading, 
writing and 
speaking 
All Structured activities where the 
students need to interact with other 
students and use the academic 
vocabulary. The students sign the 
teacher to notify they are ready to 
answer. The students use a sentence 
starter to provide their answer 
(Seidlitz, & Perryman, 2011). 
    * Think, Pair, 
Share  
Speaking, 
Reading, 
and writing 
All An activity to compare their answers 
with other students after the teacher 
asks a question. The teacher asks a 
question, students think on their 
answer, find a partner and share their 
answer (Seidlitz, & Perryman, 2011). 
    * Use of 
Anchor Charts  
All Beginner and 
Intermediate 
Visual representation in the 
classroom created during the lesson 
visually organized the ideas taught in 
the lesson (Seidlitz, & Perryman, 
2011). 
    * Word Walls 
with 
Illustrations 
All Beginner and 
Intermediate 
Vocabulary with illustrations posted 
in the classroom to support the 
students at any needed time (Seidlitz 
& Castillo, 2013) 
 
  
 
36 
 Implementing a web-based questionnaire study, González (2016) investigated the 
relationship between lesson planning and the use of sheltered instructional strategies. For 
the study, González worked with five teacher candidates who were finishing their last 
semester of college. These teacher candidates had expressed interest in improving their 
instruction for ELL students. For her study, she completed an inductive analysis of 32 
lesson plans. During the investigation, she identified that teachers emphasized speaking 
and writing activities. The data also showed that some speaking activities were developed 
to practice academic vocabulary. Finally, the study revealed that the teachers did not 
differentiate according to the student’s level of proficiency and used sheltered instruction 
activities as a “one size fits all” approach (p. 7). In summary, the teachers need assistance 
in how to interpret the ELL data to decide what strategies are needed to develop the 
student’s English proficiency and content knowledge at the same time. 
 A collaborative partnership between the instructional coach and teachers may 
develop a non-judgmental relationship. Having a comfortable relationship can facilitate 
the willingness of teaches to take risks, reflect their feelings openly and to make changes 
as necessary.  
Instructional Coaching  
Instructional coaching is a collaborative relationship between the teacher and the 
coach (Knight, 2008, 2018; Johnson, et al., 2017). Ideally, a sense of trust is developed in 
this relationship, where the teacher understands it is a partnership and not a power 
struggle. Both people involved in the relationship are seen as equals and work 
collaboratively to reach their goals. In order to assess the appropriate implementation of 
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the sheltered instruction, teachers need to be observed by knowledgeable 
experts/administrators who will provide appropriate feedback. During this collaborative 
relationship, the instructional coach empowers the teacher to utilize research-based 
instructional strategies in the classroom (Gomez Johnson, 2016). Providing a consistent 
observation rubric, such as the Sheltered Instruction Observation Protocol (SIOP) 
instrument, allows the school administrators to monitor the implementation of sheltered 
instruction in the classroom (Echevarría, Vogt, & Short, 2008; Echevarria, Richards-
Tutor, Canges, & Francis, 2011).  
According to Johnson, et al. (2017) the leadership team’s attitude towards the 
teachers will influence their performance in their classroom. For a positive outcome, 
“Readying [sic] school leaders for instructional supervision in ELL classrooms includes 
articulating what specific teacher practices lead to improved ELL understanding, 
participation, and learning of content and language” (Baecher, Knoll, & Patti, 2016, p. 
203). 
In an empirical study funded by the Institute of Education Science titled 
“Classroom strategies Coaching Model: Integration of Formative Assessment and 
Instructional Coaching” looked at instructional coaching of 89 participant teachers in 
New Jersey and New York (Reddy, Dudek, & Lewka, 2017). These instructional coaches 
visited classrooms to conduct observations of specific practices to inform the 
instructional coaching process. The study showed that the teachers made a significant 
improvement in the targeted strategies after the instructional coaching sessions. 
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On another study, an action research titled, “Teacher Centered Coaching”, Wang 
(2017) discussed how she, who had the role of an instructional coach, worked with three 
teachers; and presents the teachers’ perspective of participating in instructional coaching. 
Based on her study findings, Wang emphasizes the importance of consistency and 
thoughtfulness when coaching in a school. Wang had three English teachers as 
participants in sixth to eighth grades with one, three and five years of experience 
respectively. During the action research, Wang’s approach was to structure the 
instructional coaching process and use different tools to collect data. Wang incorporated 
the use of journals to keep her notes and reflections and conducted three online surveys 
and debriefing sessions. Wang’s roles as an instructional coach included (a) facilitator, 
(b) instructor, (c) collaborator and (d) empowered (p. 28).  Finally, from the end-of-year 
teachers’ reflection, Wang discusses the importance of how “co-planning and the 
debriefing reflection sessions are a really interesting combination” (p.32). Wang defined 
co-planning as a concrete process with a goal in mind, such as “clear objective and 
outcome” (p. 32). Furthermore, Wang explained the importance of instructional coaching 
as an instrument to “guide teachers to reflective insight into the classroom to inform their 
instruction and classroom activity” (p. 33). Her findings show that instructional coaching 
supports the teacher to grow within their profession and improve their instructional 
practices. 
An effective administrator should offer teachers an opportunity for growth by 
encouraging and facilitating reflective practices, informal conversations, and providing 
informed feedback. Teachers who attend professional development sessions are expected 
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to implement what they learned during their experience. According to Cornett, et al., 
(2009), if the teacher receives support from an instructional coach or an educational 
leader, the rate of implementation of the strategies will be higher. A common 
denominator in effective coaching experiences is that they are built on a relationship of 
trust, without an element of supervisory or evaluative hierarchy. During this study, I 
followed an instructional coach model providing non-evaluative feedback to the teachers 
(Knight, 2008). Aiming for the ELL students’ success, I collaborated with teachers in an 
instructional coaching relationship to implement sheltered instruction strategies and to 
make the content accessible for the students (Anderson & Wallin, 2018). Therefore, the 
collaboration developed between the collaborative teacher and me, the instructional 
coach, created a bond of trust, which allows the teacher to ask for help without fear of an 
administrative action taken against their performance in a formal observation or 
evaluation (West, 2009). It is important for teachers to have the support that will enable 
them to become better educators (Cornett & Knight, 2008). 
While teachers have received sheltered instruction training on teaching strategies 
for the ELL population in the past, the teachers at HTHS were not supported or required 
to implement those sheltered instruction strategies (J. García, personal communication, 
2017). An effective implementation of sheltered instructional strategies allows the 
students to access the content curriculum while developing English language skills 
(Crawford, et al., 2008; Echevarría, et al., 2008; Echevarria et al., 2011; Kareva & 
Echevarria, 2013; Short, 2013; Daniel & Conlin, 2015; Hill, 2016). When the teacher 
uses content and language objectives written in a student-friendly language, and 
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incorporates the four different components of language (i.e., writing, speaking, listening 
and reading), the teacher is communicating a daily expectation to the student; therefore 
providing guidance about how the work product of  the ELL student should look like at 
the end of the day (Echevarría et al., 2008; TEA, 2016b). Written language objectives 
provide students a daily plan which includes one or more components of language and 
gives them insight on the tasks they have scheduled for that day (Echevarría et al., 2008; 
Cain & Laird, 2011; Polat & Cepik, 2015). Implementing sheltered instruction not only 
benefits the ELLs population, but has also proven favorable to English speakers in the 
development of their academic language (Crawford, et al., 2008; Echevarría, et al., 2008; 
Echevarria et al., 2011; Seidlitz & Perryman, 2011; Kareva & Echevarria, 2013; Daniel 
& Conlin, 2015; Hill, 2016). Providing a school-wide professional development in 
sheltered instruction allows teachers and administrators to have a common understanding 
of useful instructional strategies for making content accessible to students (Echevarría et 
al., 2008; Cornett, et al., 2009; Kareva & Echevarria, 2013; Short, 2013; Baecher, et al., 
2016). Ensuring consistency in the ELLs learning by explaining the daily expectations 
and providing feedback facilitates the students’ access to the lesson content. 
Given the bilateral arrangement in classes (i.e. student - teacher), we should also 
give attention to the educator’s general background and how it may have an effect on 
professional development implementation. The implementation of techniques learned in a 
professional development will vary with the teacher’s interest, coaching received during 
the process, and monitoring (Knight, 2008). According to West (2009), teachers create 
and develop lesson activities, which reflect their level of mastery, coaching support, and 
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leadership feedback (Knight, 2008). Likewise, teachers’ learning experiences and how 
they learned when they were students influence how they teach and how they treat 
students (Gleeson & Davis, 2016). These previous experiences may influence how a 
teacher will behave in a certain situation or even what activities they might incorporate in 
their lessons. 
Teachers must understand that ELLs’ language proficiency development is 
affected by several internal and external factors. One of the key factors contributing to 
the success of ELLs is teachers’ understanding of the second language acquisition 
process (Gándara & Santibañez, 2016) and proficiency development of ELLs. In addition 
to developing the second language, ELL students need to have a place to express their 
feelings and frustrations freely, where they feel they belong (Gonzalez, 2017; Yzquierdo, 
2017; Naijar, Naser, & Clonan-Roy; Flores & Rosa, 2019). Working with teachers to 
increase the use of research-based practices following the professional development is 
fundamental to enrich the effectiveness of pedagogical practices (Molle, 2013). Teachers’ 
engagement in preparing and providing professional development sessions creates an 
environment for collaboration and empowerment. Teachers are more likely to incorporate 
instructional strategies if they find it relevant to their curriculum and content (Gomez 
Johnson, 2016). Effective and sustained professional development cultivates and 
broadens the educator’s perspective by helping them understand the various 
circumstances to which ELLs are exposed in their learning environment, and by creating 
awareness about the importance of their support (Molle, 2013). 
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If a content-area teacher has an ELL student in their class, the teacher should have 
an ESL teaching certificate (bilingual or ESL for elementary school) in addition to the 
content area certificate.“ In the state of Texas, for example, more and more regular 
classroom teachers are expected to be certified in ESL to meet the needs of the ELL 
population” (Hansen-Thomas, Grosso Richins, Kakkar, & Okeyo, 2016, p. 310). 
According to the Texas Administrative Code (2012), teachers can become certified by 
passing a certification exam. However, taking preparation courses or attending 
professional development are not part of the requirements. As such, even if teachers are 
certified in ESL, they may not necessarily possess the proper skills to implement teaching 
techniques that successfully address their ELLs’ needs. 
School administrators are the educational leaders of the campus, modeling 
educational practices and providing support and resources for teachers to improve their 
practices. Lack of instructional knowledge in sheltered instruction strategies creates a 
barrier for school administrators to support ELL teachers, particularly by being devoid of 
background knowledge in the struggles ELLs face with second language acquisition 
strategies (Baecher, Knoll, & Patti, 2016). Education leaders should have a toolbox of 
sheltered instructional strategies to provide feedback and guidance to teachers while 
supporting the ELLs in the school. School administrators should participate in the same 
professional development as teachers, to be able to provide feedback about the effective 
implementation of sheltered instruction strategies observed in class (Short, 
2013).  “Promoting school leadership candidates’ awareness of concrete instructional 
strategies for ELLs could enhance their ability to provide more meaningful ELL-focused 
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instructional supervision in their careers” (Baecher, Knoll, & Patti, 2016, p. 202). By 
visiting the classes, the school administrator can gather formative feedback observing the 
sheltered instruction practices used by teachers. School administrators are not experts in 
all the content areas taught on their campus; consequently, they need to identify available 
content experts and collaborate with them for student success. Instructional coaches are 
an important part of this content expertise and consequently are great partners (Johnson, 
et al., 2017). This relationship enhances the available tools for use in helping all students 
and most especially students who are ELLs.  
Factors that Influence a Teacher’s Effective Implementation of Strategies 
Introduced in Professional Development 
Professional development for teachers is predicated on the understanding that 
providing teachers with the proper tools to teach their students translates into students’ 
betterment in the academic setting. As such, professional development meant to attend to 
specific student needs must be the result of careful and structured research and planning 
to target problem areas with techniques that have proven effective. However, as with any 
other process, it is of utmost importance to ensure the tools provided in professional 
development actually help. Accordingly, those teachers should be observed, evaluated, 
and guided in the implementation of professional development (Gordon, 2004). 
Otherwise, it would be difficult to determine the efficacy of said implementation in the 
classroom.  
Teacher’s Practices 
Professional development.  According to Hansen-Thomas, Grosso Richins,
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Kakkar, & Okeyo, 2014, p. 312), “Teacher professional development is at the heart of 
improving practice and student achievement”. To improve the teachers' instructional 
skills, teachers need to engage in a process to continue learning best practices to 
incorporate in their instruction. Hansen-Thomas, et al., (2014) reported the following 
findings in a mixed-method research that included a sample of 179 teachers, who 
answered a Likert-scale survey, from 10 school districts in North Texas. The research 
was grounded in the following themes (a) the experience and preparation of teachers of 
ELL in rural areas; (b) correlation between prior training or education and the teachers of 
ELL, and (c) the challenges for the ELL’s teachers (p. 313). The survey results indicated 
that 84.6% of the teachers had prior training to work with ELL, such as workshops, 
professional development, and college coursework. One of the findings in the qualitative 
data was the “lack of time” (p. 319) to prepare the lessons and address the needs of the 
ELL students. Hansen-Thomas, et al., recommendations included the need for ESL 
courses at the college level to better prepare teachers. The authors also emphasize the 
importance of professional development in order to support the teachers to overcome 
possible challenges when teaching ELL students. In conclusion, the district 
administrators need to identify the needs of their teachers to prepare professional 
developments or a workshop to better serve the ELL student population in their schools. 
In a different study, a meta-analysis from a literature review of 35 studies, Bates 
& Morgan (2018) reported that a well-structured professional development activity 
includes the following seven elements: 
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• “Focus and content” (p. 623) address the connection between practice and theory.
Bates & Morgan mentioned that content does not necessarily bring changes in
teachers’ practices. They also state that professional development is meant for
everybody; including instructional coaches, teachers, staff and administrators.
• “Active learning” (p. 623) is described as hands-on professional development
where teachers learn by doing, such as preparing materials, evaluating student’s
artifact and reflecting on their practices. Bates & Morgan also mentioned avoiding
professional development using a lecture model.
• “Support for Collaboration” (p. 624) involves providing opportunities for teachers
to collaborate in different environments or settings (i.e. department; or grade
level). Allowing the teachers to work with other teachers develops a mindset of a
group instead of isolation.
• “Models of Effective Practice” (p. 624) emphasize the importance for teachers to
observe the instructional strategy being implemented and incorporating activities
where the presenter of the professional development models the approach.
Combining the modeling with the instructional material that the teacher will use
increases the interest and participation in the professional development.
• “Coaching and Expert Support” (p. 624) is defined as the participation of a coach;
(i.e., instructional, literacy or another professional expert in the content).
Providing goal-oriented (i.e., using specific student data or behavior evidence)
feedback after the classroom observation helps improve the instructional practices
for the next day.
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• “Feedback and Reflection” (p. 625) is supported by constructive feedback to
establish a trustworthy relationship within the stakeholders participating in the
professional development community. According to the authors, the teacher must
reflect on their practices using the feedback provided to them.
• “Sustained and Duration” (p. 625) indicated that in order to provide an on-going
development of instructional strategies and practices, the school district needs to
avoid a one-time opportunity to learn model.
Based on analyzing the findings of other relevant studies in their meta-analysis
study, Morgan & Bates emphasize the importance of integrating all seven elements of 
professional development to develop a “clear and effective” program (p. 626).  
Russell (2015) mentioned that having the content area expert serving as an 
instructional coach connects “resources and practices across the school” (p. 35). 
Professional developments which are connected with other practices and aligned to the 
content objectives are more likely to be implemented by the teachers (Lindvall & Ryve, 
2019). School districts personnel implement different tiers of professional development; 
some of which are state-mandated, aligned with district philosophy and according to 
campus needs (Gordon, 2004). He adds that affording teachers the opportunity to attend 
professional development, which is designed taking into account their knowledge and 
their students’ needs, contributes to their professional growth. Particularly, a professional 
development that aligns with a defined curriculum has a stronger potential of 
implementation (Lindvall & Ryve). Discussed by Gomez Jonson (2016) the new Every 
Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) has defined, in more detail, the purpose of professional 
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development. According to ESSA, professional development is defined as an embedded 
process that is personalized and ongoing and should have the teachers and 
paraprofessionals as participants (Gendron, 2017). When teachers have the option to 
attend a professional development of their choice, they feel less intimidated and have a 
positive attitude towards learning (Molle, 2013). The teachers are more willing to 
participate in a workshop and implement it in their classroom if the topic is of their 
interest or if they see an immediate need in their classroom being addressed by the 
workshop (Bates & Morgan, 2018). In the same manner, teachers’ academic background 
and interests influence their classroom practices (Gleeson & Davison, 2016). Thus, 
creating a learning environment for all stakeholders in a school is important to develop 
and support students’ learning. Hansen-Thomas, Grosso Richins, Kakkar, & Okeyo 
(2016, p. 311) further assert “Teachers’ perception of their need for ESL-related 
knowledge impacts professional development programs, and sometimes varies according 
to the content these teachers teach.” Burstein, et al. (2014, p. 120) add that, “For a 
program to have a chance of impacting practice, it would need to be designed with this 
reality of teacher’s time and expertise in mind”. Based on these findings, teachers’ 
interest in the professional development and time to implement the new learning seems to 
influence the teacher's practice. 
Teachers should be encouraged to present effective instructional strategies within 
their department, and with other teachers in school as necessary to develop mentorship 
relationships with other teachers who have ELL students in class (Darling-Hammond, 
2010). Sharing instructional strategies teachers use in their classroom when planning 
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within their team and serving as an instructional coach themselves within their colleagues 
(Gomez Johnson, 2016) empowers the teachers and develops their teaching competence. 
School professional development implementation with effective teaching practices is 
more successful than requiring teachers to complete a certain number of hours in a 
specific topic (Crawford, Schmeister, & Briggs, 2008). As Hansen-Thomas, et al., (2016, 
p. 312) affirm, the professional development “needs to focus on teachers’ knowledge of
second-language acquisition processes and application of ESL methods and strategies.” 
A professional development is an opportunity for teachers to expand and 
strengthen their instructional skills. Teachers can collaborate with their peers in their own 
professional development during common planning periods, at professional learning 
communities to improve their instructional toolbox. Specifically, Bates & Morgan (2018) 
mentioned that teachers benefit more by discussing students’ work, planning together, 
and supporting each other in their own development journey. In the school environment, 
the educator will engage in different types of professional development, such as working 
in professional learning communities, with an instructional coach, and mentoring or 
shadowing, according to the needs of the teacher, department or campus.  
As part of the school professional development, school districts have adopted 
instructional coach programs, in which an experienced teacher in the content area 
collaborates with other teachers to improve their classroom teaching skills, classroom 
management, instructional time, interpreting data towards instruction, and in some 
occasions collaboratively developing lesson plans and assessments (Knight, 2008, & 
2018; Johnson, et al., 2017; O’Keefe, 2017). At HTHS, the instructional coaches and 
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teachers collaborate in a professional development setting, based on the following: (1) the 
teacher has a coach assigned because the administrators have identified a need; (2) the 
teacher requests an instructional coach because the teacher wants to collaborate and 
improve their instructional practices; and (3) the instructional coach is assigned to a 
department and collaborates in data interpretation, development of assessments and other 
non-evaluative practices (Johnson, et al., 2017). 
Other professional developments in the educational environment are those 
designed by the HTISD district personnel to support certain needs the district has 
identified. The district professional development at HTISD is aligned with the district’s 
needs and will echo HTISD’s mission and vision to reach a predetermined goal (i.e., 
closing the achievement gap, improving test scores, or lowering disciplinary incidents) (J. 
Gutierrez, personal communication, July 2018). Shared by the school principal in an 
administration meeting, HTISD’s mission is 
to graduate all its students as citizens who are educated, productive, and  
self-fulfilling lifelong learners. The school district's community, parents, trustees, 
staff, and students will provide a safe, caring, and challenging learning 
environment in which all students develop to their fullest potential (J. Gutierrez, 
personal communication, July 2018). 
School districts schedule professional developments at the beginning of the school 
year to discuss district and school expectations, as well as educational frameworks. 
During the school year, school districts provide professional development, sometimes 
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with motivational guest speakers, or to support instructional needs. In summary, teachers 
have a variety of opportunities for professional development throughout the year. 
At HTHS teachers have the opportunity to attend conferences in their content 
area. Some of these conferences target a specific instructional program, such as advanced 
placement, to validate the qualifications to teach a pre-advanced or advanced placement 
course. During professional conferences, teachers have the opportunity to attend sessions 
that interest them and target the areas of growth they have identified for themselves. 
According to Gordon (2004), teachers will be more inclined to incorporate the learning 
from professional developments if they had choice or participate. For other types of 
professional development to work, such as an instructional coach or professional learning 
community relationship, it is important for teachers not to perceive it as an extra task or 
requirement, but as a fundamental support for their educational skills. 
Evaluation and self-evaluation. The teachers’ evaluation should inform the 
schools of effective and efficient practices in the classroom (Boncea, 2017). In Texas, 
Chapter 149 defines the commissioner's rules regarding educators’ standards (TEA, 
2019). In Texas, the teacher’s appraiser instrument was recently revised and authorized 
school districts to develop their own or use the Texas Teacher Evaluation System & 
Support System (T-TESS). The T-TESS was developed as a holistic rubric where the 
appraiser and appraisee collaborate together (TEA, 2019). During the T-TESS cycle, the 
teacher and appraiser meet on, at least, three different occasions. The first meeting is 
scheduled to review professional goals developed by the teacher and the appraiser must 
approved these goals to proceed. The second meeting is scheduled to discuss classroom 
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observation. The teacher may request in what area they would like to receive feedback. 
After the classroom observation, the appraiser and teacher meet again for the teacher to 
reflect on the instructional practices observed. Within ten days of the classroom 
observation, the appraiser and appraise schedule the last meeting, the teachers discuss 
something that they think went well, and something that they think needs improvement. 
The teacher should not see appraiser's feedback prior to the teacher’s own reflection 
during the process (TEA, 2019). 
In a multi-method research study funded by a grant from the US Department of 
Education, Kettler, Arnold-Berkovitsa, Reddy Rutgers, Kurz, Dudek, Hua, and Lekwa 
(2018), examined a multi-program in teacher self-evaluation and student growth. During 
this study, the researchers used two different frameworks to obtain the classroom 
observations and two self-reported measures from the participants. The study included 15 
charter schools in New Jersey. The data was collected by nine school administrators. The 
data were collected during three semesters, one classroom visit per semester. During the 
classroom visits the administrators tallied the instances when the teachers implemented a 
specific instructional strategy and classroom behavior. The teachers logged data 
regarding the implementation of instructional strategies for a month. During the study, 
the researchers completed some correlation analyses. A multiple regression analysis 
supported the results about various methods and content areas. Findings in the study 
demonstrated that a combination in practice of an evaluation, self-report assessments, and 
student’s performance can provide feedback for future professional development (Kettler, 
et al.). Implementing a multi-method of teacher’s appraiser incorporates a compilation of 
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variables for school administrators to complete the teachers’ evaluation (Kettler, et al.). 
The teachers’ evaluations should also provide the teachers with a detailed useful oriented 
feedback in a timely manner (Every Student Success Act, 2015).  
In a qualitative research method of a literature meta-analysis by Şahin, and Kılıç 
(2018) described the importance of a suggested school model of self-evaluation to 
increase teachers’ performance. The researchers advocate for schools to develop their 
own tool to measure instructional practices. The study presented a descriptive analysis 
method of the data. They found that school evaluation contributes to a “performance-
focused school culture” (p. 194). An effective school is constantly assessing and 
evaluating their practices and results (Department of Education & Skills, 2016). 
According to the researchers, a self-evaluation assessment can be considered as a 
professional development by itself (p. 194). The findings of the study state that the 
objective should be to identify the effectiveness of the instructional practices (Şahin, & 
Kılıç). The authors described self-evaluation as a cyclical process that includes the 
following five phases: “preparation, monitoring, evaluation, planning and implementation 
phases” (p. 200). According to Şahin, and Kılıç, during the preparation phase, the 
participants form the evaluation team and begin to collect data. The second phase, 
monitoring process, is defined as the time when the team collects the data. It is 
recommended to gather data using a mixed-methods approach (i.e., quantitative and 
qualitative methods, including interviews, questionnaires, and observations). The third 
phase consists of evaluation; that is, the analysis of the data. During the fourth phase, the 
planning, the evaluation team develops the plans according to the results from the data 
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analysis. Finally, the implementation phase is when the participants put into practice the 
plans prepared by the evaluation team. Şahin, and Kılıç, concluded that the purpose of 
self-evaluation process is “to raise the valid standards for more effective learning and 
teaching” (p.202). Keeping in mind, the objective is to provide quality education for the 
students and support student achievement (Şahin, and Kılıç).  
Factors that Influence Second Language Acquisition 
ELL Student Population and School Indicators 
 Knowing the students’ educational background provides insight for teachers to 
define their instructional needs and provide a safe environment for them. Teachers 
knowledge of their students’ socio-economic circumstances and educational background 
helps teachers understand the ELLs’ needs (Boden et al., 2009). In relation to the 
student’s educational background, building activities on ELLs’ prior knowledge, such as 
writing an essay in their first language, helps transfer their skills from their first into their 
second language. Creating opportunities for students to make these connections with 
content learned in their first language also allows them to demonstrate their knowledge in 
a content area and the recollection of previous knowledge provides the ELLs with tools to 
build on their learning (Orosco, 2010). 
It is a known fact that depending on their level of proficiency in English, newly 
arrived ELLs struggle in a social interaction setting, such as communicating with non-
ELL school members in the hallways, figuring out what to do at the cafeteria line, or even 
ordering food (Garrett & Holcomb, 2005). Hence, it is important to develop support 
systems, such as peer shadowing, or a “social gathering room”, such as a place in school 
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where students participate in social conversations (patio or cafeteria) in a non-academic 
setting, to support the development of ELLs' language skills beyond coursework. 
English Language Proficiency Standards 
 According to TEA (2016b), the process of acquiring a language consists of four 
different levels: beginning, intermediate, advanced, and advanced high. The ELPS in 
Texas has established expectations and proficiency level descriptors for ELLs. The 
school stakeholders then work on achieving those standards. Developing ELPS in an ELL 
can be challenging for both the teacher and student. It is possible that teachers find 
students with different levels of proficiency in the classroom, requiring to adjust the 
lesson content to accommodate their needs. In order to develop the necessary skills, the 
ELLs need to have opportunities to practice and readily apply their knowledge and 
communication skills verbally and in writing (Seidlitz & Perryman, 2011; Kareva & 
Echevarria, 2013; Lee 2018).  Listening is a key skill and essential during learning 
(Feyten, 1991). ELL students need to process language input for learning to occur 
(Pourhosein Gilakjani, & Banou Sabouri, 2016). In addition, developing English reading 
proficiency for an ELL can take more time and can requires literacy intervention (Burns, 
Frederick, Hellma, Pulles, McComas, & Aguilar, 2017). Immersing ELLs in an English 
environment with linguistic accommodations, such as sentence stems or small group 
work, exposes the student to the language and creates opportunities for language 
development (Seidlitz & Perryman, 2011; Kareva & Echevarria, 2013; Lee 2018). 
Ensuring ELLs’ access to a space where they are able to listen to the language being used 
properly affords them frequent grammar structure examples and conversation 
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opportunities (Seidlitz & Perryman, 2011; Kareva & Echevarria, 2013). Second language 
acquisition is a process that needs the structure of the ELPS to guide teachers in the 
development of different strategies to address the ELLs population. 
Reading to Increase Language Proficiency 
 In all the classes the students attend, they have to read in English. These reading 
activities for students will be reflected in the lesson objectives, homework, textbooks, or 
tests and when taking notes in the classroom. Pre-teaching vocabulary for ELLs is 
important for understanding the meaning of the printed material (Zheng & Kang, 2014). 
Integrating ELLs with less-developed literacy skills into the mainstream content-area 
classrooms without supplemental English language instruction could be 
counterproductive, as ELLs must develop different strategies to recognize word meaning, 
and to understand the meaning of words in different contexts (Quadir, 2014; Zheng & 
Kang, 2014). ELLs need interaction with realia or material that is in the target language. 
Embracing realia material in the classroom exposes ELLs, not only to the target 
language, but also to the cultural aspect of learning a second language (Alford, 2014). 
ELLs need to come across different types of texts and written structures to increase their 
reading comprehension and develop their academic language. 
  
  
 
56 
Building Vocabulary and Grammar Awareness 
The development of a rich vocabulary bank for ELLs is a demanding process as 
ELLs will have to dedicate twice as much time to learn and study new vocabulary, 
understand its meaning, and learn how to incorporate it to their current language 
(Alharbi, 2015). This is a major challenge because students transfer grammatical 
structure from their first language into the second language while acquiring new 
grammatical structures (Worthman, Gardner, & Thole, 2010). Providing ELLs examples 
and immediate feedback will increase their ability to use academic language (Lee, Yan 
Yeung, Zeldes, Reznicek, Lüdeling, & Webster, 2015). The impact the feedback could 
have on students will depend on the students’ motivation for learning the language (Lee 
et al., 2015), and their proficiency level in the second language (Alharbi, 2015). Part of 
the education process is the development of social skills discussed in the next section. 
Additional Support in School  
According to Boden et al. (2009), “the socio-political environment of the United 
States is frequently considered in the development of educational programs. However, it 
is just as important to consider “psychosocial aspects of cultural integration” (p. 188), 
which refers to integrating the student’s heritage, culture, language and music. In the new 
teacher appraisal system for the state, Texas Teacher Evaluation System and Support (T-
TESS), the domains include the teachers respecting and honoring the socio-emotional 
behavior of the students and creating opportunities such as small group presentations. 
According to Orosco (2010), the teacher should consider students’ background 
knowledge before presenting them with new concepts in different academic contents. It is 
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important that teachers respect the silent period (listening participation) while the ELLs 
are developing language and self-confidence (Echevarría, Vogt, & Short, 2008; 
Echevarria, Richards-Tutor, Canges, & Francis, 2011; Garrett & Holcomb, 2005). 
Krashen and Terrell (1983) mention the importance of acknowledging the student’s 
affective filter and its role in the second language acquisition process, and later in the 
process for the student to produce language, verbally or in writing.  
Aside from structural factors, it is important to take into consideration the 
students’ culture and background in the educational process. In the next section, I will 
discuss cultural aspects and how they influence the learning process of ELL students. 
Cultural Issues Inform the Pathway to Success for ELLs 
The research addressing cultural issues to inform the pathway to success for ELLs 
entails understanding the student as a whole, including the family, their previous 
educational system, and the cultural differences between the educator and the student, or 
the community and the family (Boden et al., 2009; Wielgosz & Molyneaux, 2015; Liton, 
2016; Gast, Okamoto, & Feldman, 2017). Some ELLs have to deal with relocation, and 
that mobility affects their academic performance. Drawing from the reality of students’ 
relocation, Hughes, Page, & Ford (2011) suggest that teachers need to develop an 
understanding of students’ cultural background and their families and see students as a 
whole to be able to positively receive them into the educational community and ensure 
their confidence and success. 
In a meta-analysis titled “How Can We Help Students Who are English Language 
Learned Succeed?”, Ziegenfuss, Odhiambo, and Keyes (2014) decided to frame the 
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article as an opportunity for teacher growth with an expected outcome to improve the 
educational system for the ELL students. The authors emphasized the importance of 
having an ELL student in the classroom as an enrichment opportunity for everybody in 
the class. The study points at four components that enrich ELL students’ experience.  
• Ziegenfuss, Odhiambo and Keyes call for a “culturally responsive” (p. 59) system 
that recognizes the ELL student language, culture and educational experience. 
The teacher should take advantage of the student’s cultural background. Some 
examples of honoring the student culture include, but are not limited to, reading 
books that include the students’ culture. 
• Creating a Productive and Nourishing Environment emphasizes the importance of 
having an environment for students to feel welcomed and accepted and engaging 
students during classroom activities. In order to provide a productive and 
nourishing environment, the authors mentioned incorporating historical figures in 
the classroom decoration and bringing guest speakers to the class from the 
community members.  
•  Providing Access to English language Learners includes four different 
components. These components include instructional practice, resources, 
assessment and community connection. 
o The first subcomponent to provide access to an ELL discussed are the 
instructional practices and instructional strategies that are incorporated to 
provide instruction. ELL students need a variety of opportunities in the 
classroom to promote their learning. It is important that teachers make the 
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content accessible and to avoid simplifying the curriculum. The authors 
point at the importance of literacy and of not allowing the students to fall 
behind; and to use a curriculum that will support the literacy skills and the 
development of the English language. In the same way, Ziegenfuss, 
Odhiambo and Keyes emphasize the importance of knowing the student 
level of proficiency, providing opportunities for students to answer 
questions and the incorporation of instructional strategies techniques; such 
as, small group instruction, visuals and word walls to make the content 
accessible for the students.  
o The second component discussed the importance of the resources. The 
authors mentioned the teacher’s responsibility in finding the resources that 
will provide the necessary support to the ELL student to develop their 
English language. Resources are explained as opportunities to practice 
language and to interact with other users of English. 
o The third component is the “assessment techniques” (p. 61). The authors 
defined the purpose of the assessment as the critical components to gather 
meaningful information regarding the learning process. The previous 
components mentioned in this study should be incorporated in the 
assessment. The assessments should be a variety of artifacts that portrays 
the language development of the ELL student.   
o The last component is the “community connections” (p. 61). The authors 
mentioned how the community can support English language development 
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of an ELL by providing job opportunities and serving as guest speakers. 
As part of the community connections, the authors mentioned the 
importance of sending welcoming and friendly letters to the parent 
regarding upcoming events. 
Boden et al. (2009) further propose that the ELLs can suffer from bullying from 
their peers’ lack of understanding of the ELLs accent, clothing styles, and/or family 
traditions. In order to provide social and emotional support to ELLs, teachers and 
educational leaders must be aware of those cultural patterns, accents, traditions and 
differences (Wielgosz & Molyneaux, 2015) and promote an appreciation of cultural 
diversity in schools and classrooms. As mentioned by Hughes et al. (2011), students need 
to have a sense of belonging where their cultural heritage and background are respected 
and included. Providing an opportunity to ELLs to share their culture with their peers can 
help build up a student’s sense of belonging to the school community. Respecting the 
students’ culture and understanding their perception of their environment can have a 
positive impact on the students’ development of a sense of belonging in the classroom 
and school community. 
Classroom and school environment play an important role in the development and 
success of ELL students. More detail is provided in the next section.  
Classroom Environment 
While ELLs are trying to grasp course concepts, they are simultaneously learning 
their second language. As mentioned by Hansen-Thomas, et al., (2016) teachers must 
develop a skill set and awareness to work with ESL students in their classes (p. 312). 
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According to Orosco (2010), the teacher should scaffold the student’s knowledge before 
teaching anything new. The teacher needs to be conscious of the student’s level of 
language proficiency, academic background and knowledge, and based on those use 
appropriate teaching methods and instructional strategies in the classroom (Karbalaei & 
Negin Taji, 2014; Wielgosz & Molyneaux, 2015). To identify and provide 
comprehensible language and academic input to the students, the teacher needs to take 
into consideration the listening, speaking, writing and reading abilities of the students. 
Students need a nurturing and enriched environment to develop language 
proficiency (Krashen, 2013; Wielgosz & Molyneaux, 2015). According to Krashen 
(2013), the student’s level of anxiety is a factor in the student’s performance and adds 
that if that level is high, the student will feel uncomfortable and will avoid situations that 
require participation and interactions, which can negatively impact their language 
development. Based on these research findings, it seems evident that the classroom 
environment needs to promote the creation of an environment for students to practice 
their second language, make mistakes and learn from those mistakes. 
Motivation  
The students’ interests and motivation to learn the language will have an impact 
on their development of the ELPS (Quadir, 2014; Wielgosz & Molyneaux, 2015). 
Student motivation can be intrinsic and extrinsic. Extrinsic motivation can be influenced 
by peers (Nip & Blumenfeld, 2015), the classroom, a teacher’s attitude (Alrabai, 2015), 
and a student’s personality (Ash et al., 2014; Wielgosz & Molyneaux, 2015). It is 
important to allow the students to identify their needs but is also important to challenge 
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the student during the learning process (Ash et al., 2014). In the same manner, it is crucial 
to integrate different activities in the classroom for students to develop their language 
skills, according to the ELPS, in a safe environment (Echevarría Vogt & Short, 2008; 
Gonzalez, 2017). The teacher should incorporate activities, such as centers, to help the 
student develop an interest and need for learning the language (Alrabai, 2015; Baecher, 
Knoll, & Patti, 2016). ELLs with a strong intrinsic motivation acquire the language faster 
(Edwards & Roger, 2015). Students’ intrinsic motivation will have a positive impact on 
the development of their academic language (Alrabai, 2015). Teachers need to be aware 
of the importance of motivation and how they can promote student’s motivation to learn 
and to engage actively in a different classroom and school activities. 
Conclusion 
In this era where schools are seeing an increase of students with different 
linguistic background, it is important to revise the instructional strategies and provide 
appropriate support for this population to be successful in school. In addition to prior 
educational preparation, instructional leaders at schools need to provide support for 
teachers’ growth and engage teachers in sustained and continuous professional 
development (Hansen-Thomas, et al., 2016 & Johnson, et al., 2017). Without a doubt, 
school districts need to create professional development tools with follow-up 
instructional coaching for the teachers, beyond the traditional one-size-fits-all approach. 
Overall, the literature demonstrates that different practices and strategies need to 
be implemented in order to support ELL students in the acquisition of their second 
language and successful achievement in content area subjects. In addition, the literature 
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shows that the environment at the school and the community have an impact on the 
students’ development of their language and academic content. 
Building on the knowledge from the aforementioned studies, this study seeks to 
explore the relationship between the teachers' implementation of educational strategies 
after a professional development session and the coaching or support for the 
implementation. For this study, I, therefore, examine the effectiveness of coaching 
teachers in the implementation of instructional strategies after attending professional 
development. I also assessed the success of the professional development implementation 
by ensuring that the instructional practices were implemented and providing instructional 
coaching to support the teachers during the process. In the next chapter, I discuss the 
methodology used during this study and the findings from the research. 
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CHAPTER III  
METHODOLOGY 
 The study has a mixed methods research design. The purpose was to examine the 
teachers' implementation of sheltered instruction educational strategies after a 
professional development session and instructional coaching to support that 
implementation. A mixed methods approach was used for this research as it involved 
quantitative and qualitative data from teachers’ self-reported questionnaires, classroom 
observations and from meetings with teachers. Based on the findings, an ongoing 
instructional coaching and support for all teachers to facilitate the implementation of 
appropriate sheltered instructional strategies in the classroom is recommended. 
Permission to Conduct Research 
To conduct research within the district, I submitted a letter of intent in early 
August 2017, which was addressed to the Assistant Superintendent of Curriculum and 
Instruction. I received approval to conduct the research with the condition that the data 
would only be reported in statistical summaries, which precludes the identification of the 
district or any school participating in the study. I have adhered to the condition of 
approval by the district. 
Statement Regarding Human Subjects and the Institutional Review Board 
 A preliminary review of the methods for collecting information from human 
subjects determined that the methods proposed for this study did not meet the federal 
definition of “human subjects research with generalizable results.” Given that the 
proposed information-gathering methods fell within the general scope of activities and 
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responsibilities associated with my current position, I was not required to seek human 
subject’s approval. See Appendix A, which presents a copy of the email communication 
regarding the IRB’s decision with regard to this study. 
This research is exempt from the IRB. The results are shared only with 
administrators at the HTISD school district. 
All five teachers who participated in this research did so voluntarily. To protect 
the participants’ identities and confidentiality, all were assigned pseudonyms for this 
study. These teachers were aware that the purpose of the study was to help them improve 
their teaching techniques as a means to support the ELLs in their classes. Therefore, the 
participants understood that the collected data would be used to create further 
professional development sessions and to assess campus needs. 
Methods 
 To investigate the research questions two data collection instruments were 
developed and adapted from Echevarría, et al. (2008) incorporating the instructional 
strategies mentioned in the 7SLRIC book (Seidlitz & Perryman, 2011) and in The 
fundamental 5: The formula for quality instruction book (Cain & Laird, 2011). These 
questionnaires contain items that allow for the measurement of the teaching practices and 
the performance of a teacher in seven areas: lesson preparation, comprehensible input, 
daily expectations, strategies, interaction, practice and application, and lesson delivery. 
To collect the performance level for each of these areas, these questionnaires use Likert-
scale items. The Likert-scale for some of the items has three levels and for others has six 
levels (Appendices B and C, respectively). The six-level Likert-scale are in the 
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researcher’s assessment and allows me to rank the use of sheltered instructional activities 
as 100%, 70%, below 70%, below 50%, no performance, and N/A. The three-level 
Likert-scale items in the teacher's self-reported assessment codes frequency of 
implementation as Daily, Often or Never. 
Quantitative Data Collection 
Assessment Rubrics 
Teachers’ self-reported assessment (Appendix C). Each individual teacher 
completed a self-reported assessment rubric at the beginning and the end of the study. 
The first part of the self-reported assessment rubric asks about years of teaching 
experience, ESL certification, content area certification, content area teaching during the 
study and the highest college degree.   
 The second section of the rubric consists of a self-reported assessment of the 
current ELL instructional practices. For the quantitative data, a Likert-scale was used. For 
each question, the teacher checked how often they understood they implemented the 
instructional strategy in their classroom as: daily (D), often/occasionally (O) or never (N).  
The second section of the questionnaire was divided into two main parts; (1) 
preparation and (2) instruction. In the preparation part, the teacher self-assessed their 
instructional practices in four areas; (1) daily objectives displayed and reviewed, (2) use 
of supplementary materials, (3) adapting content materials to students’ English 
proficiency level, and (4) meaningful activities for writing, listening, speaking and 
reading. The instruction part measured the teachers’ self-reported assessment for the 
following areas: (1) daily expectations, (2) comprehensible input, (3) strategies, (4) 
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interaction, (5) practice and application, and (6) lesson delivery. Each one of these 
components have their own sub-part in the rubric. For example, the daily expectations 
were that the teacher framed the lesson or post the objectives using a student-friendly 
language. In addition, the expectation was that the teacher was in the power zone which 
meant keeping a close distance with the students to be able to offer help as needed (Cain 
& Laird, 2011). Comprehensible input included visible options of phrases for the students 
to say when they did not know something rather than saying “I don’t know” (Seidlitz & 
Perryman, 2011) as an answer. Another sub-part is comprehensible input that measured 
the teachers’ self-reported assessment of the use of instructional strategies, such as 
visuals, modeling, and gestures. The third sub-part under instruction is about strategies. 
In the strategies section, the teacher completed a self-reported assessment in the 
following areas: (1) randomization while calling students, (2) purposeful writing 
activities, and (3) purposeful conversation activities. The interaction part measured (1) 
total response signals, (2) structured conversations, and (3) structured reading. The 
students structured writing activities was under practice and application. Finally, the last 
sub-part was the lesson delivery which includes (1) visual strategies and (2) vocabulary 
strategies. 
Researcher’s assessment rubric (Appendix B). The rubric instrument that I 
used has the same components as the teacher’s self-reported assessment parts and sub-
parts. The first area of the rubric identifies the teacher, content area, grade level if the 
lesson was a multi-lesson or a single day lesson and the ESL level of proficiency of the 
student.  
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Each sub-area matches the self-reported assessment (1) preparation, (2) daily 
expectations, (3) comprehensible input, (4) strategies, (5) interaction, (6) practice and 
application, and (7) lesson delivery was designed to gather quantitative and qualitative 
data.  For the quantitative data, a Likert-scale was used. The Likert-scale covered from 
not applicable (N/A) to a four. The performance indicator was weighted for the lesson as 
(4) if it was met at 100%, (3) if met 70% of the time, (2) if met 50% of the time, (1) if 
met below 50% of the time, and (0) if did not meet. In addition to the quantitative data, I 
registered students’ reactions to certain parts of the lessons, classroom behavior and 
classroom management. At the end of the lesson, the teachers who participated in the 
instructional coaching received a copy of the lesson with follow-up questions for our 
instructional coaching session. 
To be able to determine any possible effects of coaching on teacher performance, 
the pool of teachers was divided into two groups. One group which received coaching 
and professional development (i.e., coached group) and another group that received 
professional development only (i.e., non-coached group). The coached group consisted of 
two teachers, while three teachers comprised the non-coached group. This coached layout 
allowed for the comparison of the performance for the implementation of professional 
development with and without coaching. 
Data analysis of assessments rubric. To analyze the data, two comparisons were 
made. The first was of the self-reported scores before and after the study. The second 
comparison was completed using the data gathered from the researcher’s assessment 
instrument. The self-reported assessment from the teachers was elicited at the beginning 
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and at the end of the study; that is, before professional development or coaching and after 
the last professional development or coaching. Score comparisons were made between 
these two; in other words, the scores for the final self-reported assessment were compared 
against the scores obtained from the assessment completed at the beginning of the study. 
Because the self-assessment questionnaire used a different scale from the researcher’s 
assessment questionnaire, the scores from these two questionnaires were not compared 
against each other.  
For that first comparison, the analysis encompassed how the teachers’ self-
reported before and after the study in contrast what I observed during the first classroom 
visit, without coaching and what I observed in the last classroom visit, after three 
instructional coaching sessions. 
The first part of the analysis requires a comparison of sheltered instructional 
strategies scores (i.e., lesson preparation, daily expectations, comprehensible input, 
strategies, interactions, lesson delivery, practice and application) from the teacher self-
reported assessment and the researcher’s assessment, within each group, to determine if 
there was an improvement in practices after the professional development or the coaching 
was administered.  
The second set of comparisons the sheltered instructional strategies scores from 
the teachers’ self-reported and the researcher’s assessment for the coached versus the 
non-coached group. 
I selected the mean and the median scores as measures of central tendency to 
summarize the item responses that compose each one of the seven strategies. For 
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instance, there are four items in the Teacher’s Self-reported assessment questionnaire 
(Appendix C) as well as in the Researcher’s Assessment (Appendix B) that are used to 
measure the level of lesson preparation. These four item responses were summarized 
using the mean and the median score. The range and the standard deviations were also 
presented as measures of dispersion. I also used boxplots to estimate and describe the 
distribution of responses for each of the seven major items (i.e., lesson preparation, daily 
expectations, comprehensible input, strategies, interactions, lesson delivery, practice, and 
application). 
 The self-reported questionnaire and the researcher's questionnaire had the same 
questions but with a different scale. The self-reported questionnaire assessed the teachers’ 
comprehension in general, first in September and then in December. It was an overall 
assessment of self-reported and using a scale of three choices (i.e., daily, often and 
never).  The researcher's questionnaire assessed practices during four classroom visits 
only, it was specific to what was observed during the 45 minutes class. The scale covered 
from not applicable (NA), to a 100%. During the classroom visit, I gathered the data 
according to the activities and chose the percentage of the time in which the sheltered 
instructional strategy was implemented during that class time. 
The mean and median scores were compared within each group as well as 
between the coached group and the non-coached group to determine if there was any 
change in score indicating an improvement in the implementation of sheltered 
instructional strategies after coaching the teachers. In this study, the term improvement in 
the implementation means that, during the class that I observed, the teacher implemented 
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the necessary sheltered instructional strategies that the student needed. In other words, the 
teacher made the content available and accessible to the student (Echevarría, et al., 2008; 
Echevarria et al., 2011; Fritzen, 2011; Seidlitz & Jones, 2012; Kareva & Echevarria, 
2013; Short, 2013). For example, if the student did not understand a diagram, Roberta 
explained the diagram in detail, incorporated clarification of words, terms, and provided 
an opportunity for the student to restate the diagram in his or her own words (R. 
González, personal communication, October 2017). The teacher self-reported 
questionnaire was categorized as an improvement if the teacher stated a difference 
implementing the sheltered instructional strategies from “never” to “often” or “daily”; 
when comparing the questionnaire responses from before the study with the responses at 
the end of the study.  
Qualitative Data Collection 
Instructional Coaching Session 
Participants. From the months of September to December each month included a 
one unannounced 45 minutes classroom observation followed by a teachers’ self-
reflection and 30 minutes scheduled an instructional coaching session. During the 
classroom observation and instructional coaching, I collected quantitative and qualitative 
data.  
Data collection. The qualitative information was nested in the study (Creswell, 
2011). As such, I collected qualitative data before, and during the instructional coaching 
session. Before the study, in conversations with the teachers, I gathered information 
about them, such as their experiences learning a second language, education and 
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experience working with ELL students. In addition, I scripted notes from the classroom’s 
visits. Before the first instructional coaching session, I provided the teachers who were 
going to participate in the coaching session with the following questions:  
1. What do you do when you know students might struggle with what is 
presented? 
2. How were activities varied to address different ability levels and learning 
needs? 
3. How did you encourage students to take risks?  
4.  How would you check for understanding during lessons?  
5. How would you use student feedback to make adjustments to your instruction?  
 During our first instructional coaching sessions, I interviewed the teachers in the 
coached group with these questions. I scripted their answers in my research journal. We 
also discussed the feedback from the lesson I observed, and the teachers added their 
reflection on the following questions to our conversation:  
1. How were activities adjusted to align with the lesson objective while meeting 
students’ needs?  
2. How would instructional strategies address all students’ learning needs?  
3. How would the lesson engage and challenge all students of all levels? 
4. How were lessons adapted and presented using a variety of strategies to reach 
all students? 
5. How did you develop or select instructional strategies to teach specific skills? 
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For the two remaining coaching sessions, I provided the teachers with a copy of 
the lesson observed feedback, copy of the last five questions for reflection and we 
scheduled 30 minutes instructional coaching session to discuss their reflections, and how 
to continue supporting the ELL students in their classrooms. I also scripted their 
responses in my journal. 
Data analysis. The data were transcribed and coded by themes (Stake, 2010). I 
read all the transcripts and made notes of my first impression in my journal. I re-read the 
transcripts again and highlighted sheltered instructional strategies, phrases, and important 
information that was specific to the study. During the process, I used printouts of the 
notes to organized and re-organized the themes to refine the process through inductive 
analysis (Echevarría, et al., 2008; Echevarria et al., 2011; Fritzen, 2011; Seidlitz & Jones, 
2012; Kareva & Echevarria, 2013; Short, 2013; Baecher, et al., 2016). 
Finally, the information collected during the study was used to inform the 
coaching instructional sessions and provided evidence to show the effectiveness in 
implementing classroom strategies for ELL after professional development with 
monitoring and coaching feedback. The data gathered were used to recommend teachers 
to specific professional development, in order to: (1) to implement better practices in 
their classrooms, (2) to differentiate instruction for ELLs, and (3) to provide the ELLs 
population with better practices in their education. 
Experimental Design 
To determine if there is a difference in the teachers’ self-reported assessment 
about teaching practices after coaching, it was necessary to collect data from the teachers 
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who participated in the study. The data was collected via two questionnaires, one to 
collect self-reported from the teachers themselves (Appendix C), the other questionnaire 
collected my assessment about the teachers' implementation of instructional strategies 
during the classroom observations (Appendix B). 
The research design consisted of a coached group and a non-coached group 
(Figure 3.1).  
 
Figure 3.1 Comparison within Groups before and after PD and Coaching.  
 This figure illustrates the sequence of the study in the coached and non-coached 
groups. 
To be able to determine any possible effects of coaching on teachers’ perceived 
performance, the pool of teachers was divided into two groups. One group received 
coaching and professional development (i.e., coached group) and another group received 
professional development only (i.e., non-coached group). The coached group consisted of 
two teachers, one for ELA, and one for Biology. The non-coached group was comprised 
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of three teachers; one Biology teacher, one English and one ESOL. This experimental 
layout allowed for the comparison of the perceived performance for the implementation of 
professional development with and without coaching. One group of teachers were 
provided with professional development and coaching (coached group) and the other 
group was provided with only professional development (non-coached group). 
The number of years of teaching experience within each group varies from zero to 
nine years of experience. As indicated in Table 3.1., all teachers in the group hold a 
bachelor’s degree (BA). The English teachers also hold an ESL certification.  
Table 3.1  
 
Summary of the Teacher’s Experience 
Teacher Content 
Area 
Higher Degree ESL Certification Years of Experience 
ESOL (nc) BA yes 9 
ELAR 1 (nc) BA yes 1 
ELAR 1 & 2 (c) BA yes 4 
Biology (c) BA no 1 
Biology (nc) BA no 0 
Note: (nc) non-coached group; (c) coached group 
 
In order to determine the effectiveness of their 7SLRIC (Seidlitz & Perryman, 
2011) ELL professional development training, I compared the teachers’ self-reported 
assessment responses to the items on the 7SLRIC pre and post questionnaires. I also 
compared the assessment performed by the researcher on the 7SLRIC pre and post 
questionnaires on these same items as well as classroom observations. 
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First, I performed a within group comparison for each group, to seek evidence of 
a change in perceived teaching practices after the instructional coaching sessions. 
Second, I made a comparison, Figure 3.2, between the coached and the non-
coached groups, seeking for a difference in perceived teaching practices between the two 
groups. If a higher score for teachers’ self-reported assessment was found for the coached 
group, this would support the idea that coaching improves teaching practices. 
 
Figure 3.2 Comparison of Final Results of the Non-Coached and Coached Groups.  
Figure 3.2 illustrates the comparison of perceived practices between the teachers 
in the coached and non-coached groups. 
The teachers’ response to the Likert-Scale questionnaire were statistically 
analyzed. The analysis was done at the beginning and end of the instructional coaching 
session period.  
The quantitative information I gathered about students’ academic performance 
was from the STAAR test results found in the school and district assessment report card 
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on the TEA website. Additionally, I gathered demographic information regarding 
teachers’ certification area, their training, and educational background. 
In order to determine the effectiveness of the 7SLRIC (Seidlitz & Perryman, 
2011) ELL professional development training, I compared teachers’ responses to a 
teachers’ self-reported questionnaire on the 7SLRIC using an adapted version of 
Echevarria’s, et al. (2008) instrument incorporating the instructional strategies mentioned 
in the 7SLRIC book (Seidlitz & Perryman, 2011) and in The fundamental 5: The formula 
for quality instruction book (Cain & Laird, 2011) as well as the Likert-scale 
questionnaire data collected by the coach after the observations. The HTISD provided the 
7SLRIC professional development to all English teachers with 7SLRIC strategies offered 
by John Seidlitz during the summer of 2017. After the professional development, the first 
data collected was a teacher’s self-reported assessment. After I received all self-reported 
assessment, I started the classroom observation data collection where I visited the 
classrooms four times in a semester. Once teachers received the 7SLRIC professional 
development, I observed the coached group in their classes (Figure 3.3) and gave them a 
copy of the observation instrument as a feedback and we discussed the information 
during the instructional coaching meetings regarding the 7SLRIC strategies being used in 
class. During the classroom visits, I collected qualitative and quantitative data from the 
classroom. After the classroom observations, I met with the two teachers in the coached 
group individually. During these meetings, the teacher reflected on the feedback received 
and I collected qualitative data during the instructional coaching meetings. Finally, I 
collected quantitative data again from the teachers at the end of the semester in the self-
  
 
78 
reported assessment. The non-coached group of teachers received feedback after all the 
data was collected, which we did not discuss until the end of the fall semester. In Figure 
3.3, I used a diagram with an illustration showing the amount of classroom observations 
and instructional coaching sessions during the study.  
 
Figure 3.3 Coached vs Non-Coached Group. 
Figure 3.3 illustrates the data collection process for the coached and non-coached 
groups. It also illustrates the instructional coaching received by the teachers who 
participated in the coached group. 
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In coordination with the school principal and a district administrator, Ms. Vela, 
and I set up a series of professional development workshops to provide teachers with 
sheltered instruction strategies information regarding the ELLs in their classes. As part of 
the professional development series at the beginning of the school year, I started by 
showing the teachers at HTHS how to determine their ELLs’ level of English proficiency, 
linguistic accommodations and how to provide feedback to the LPAC committee through 
an online software where teachers can provide feedback and the LPAC chair will send 
requests for state assessment input, and LAPC meetings throughout the year. The 
7SLRIC (Seidlitz & Perryman, 2011) professional development afforded ELL teachers 
some strategies to support ELLs in acquiring and improving their English language 
knowledge and proficiency, and sheltered instructional strategies related to their content 
area. It was expected that the teachers would incorporate 7SLRIC strategies into their 
classrooms. After implementing the 7 Steps to a Language-Rich Interactive Classroom 
(Seidlitz & Perryman, 2011) professional development, for a period of a semester, I 
observed each teacher four times during a class period (45 minutes), using an adapted 
version of Echevarria’s , et al. (2008) incorporating the instructional strategies mentioned 
in the 7SLRIC book (Seidlitz & Perryman, 2011) and in The fundamental 5: The formula 
for quality instruction book (Cain & Laird, 2011) as the Assessment Rubric (Appendix 
B) to provide feedback to the teachers. The two teachers in the coached group had post-
conference meetings before the next observation.  
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Setting 
HTHS is located within the rural area of Central Texas and serves a community of 
approximately 13,000 residents. Until the Spring of 2017, the school consisted of two 
campuses: The Freshmen Center and a 10th to 12th-grade campus. The HTHS student 
population from 9th to 12th grade is comprised of 1,068 students. The freshman center 
has an associate principal and an assistant principal; while the 10th-12th-grade campus 
has a principal and three assistant principals. Prior to the fall semester of the 2017-18 
school year, the ESOL teacher and resources to support the ELL students were shared 
between both campuses. When these campuses were combined into a single high school, 
all ELLs students and ESOL teachers were under the same campus.  
For the purpose of this study, the focus was primarily on the following core 
content areas: English Language Arts I and II, English for Speakers of Other Language 
(ESOL) I, and Biology. 
The content teaching is distributed as illustrated in table 3.2. Both groups have 
classes with teaching content of biology. The coached group has one class of ELA I and 
II while the non-coached group has the pre-AP version of the same course. The non-
coached group has an ESOL I and II class.  
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Table 3.2  
 
Content Area Teaching Distribution 
Content Teaching Group 
Biology Coached 
ELAR I and ELAR II Coached 
Biology Non-Coached 
ELAR I & ELAR II Pre-AP Non-Coached 
ESOL 1, ESOL 2 & US History Non-Coached 
 
The distribution of teaching experience is shown in Table 3.3, the non-coached 
group is composed of teachers with more experience than the teachers in the coached 
group.  
Table 3.3  
Teaching Experience Distribution 
Group Mean Number of Years’ Experience 
 
Coached 2.5 
Non-Coached 4.0 
 
The distribution of content certification for teachers in both groups is shown in 
Table 3.4. Both biology teachers are certified in Life Sciences. Both ELA teachers are 
certified ELA 8-12, but the teacher in the coached group is also certified in history. The 
ESOL teacher in the non-coached group is certified in English 8-12 as well as in US 
History.  
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Table 3.4  
 
Content Teaching Certification Distribution 
Content Certification Group 
 
English 8-12 & History 8-12 Coached 
Life Science Coached 
English 8-12 Non-Coached 
English 8-12 & US History Non-Coached 
Life Science Non-Coached 
 
The Coached Group 
 The coached group included a Biology teacher and one English I and II teacher 
with one and four years of experience, respectively. These teachers were selected for the 
coached group because they had a high number of ELLs students in their classes. In 
addition, during the previous year, these teachers had shown an interest to receive support 
in the practices, asking how they could incorporate strategies, and how they can gather 
more information regarding the ELLs in their classes. In the next session, I introduced 
and described each teacher participant.  
Coached Teachers 
ELA II teacher. Lola Martinez shared during the interview that she teaches 
English I and English II. She has taught for five years at various districts, including 
public and charter schools. Lola holds ELA 8-12, ESL, and History 8-12 certifications. 
Interestingly enough, she recalls taking two semesters of Spanish back in college and 
finds herself in a very challenging situation when asked to write essays in that language. 
As mentioned by Hansen-Thomas, et al., (2016), the teacher experiences reflect on their 
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teaching practices. Lola was very cognizant of her own experience when learning a 
second language, therefore she was interested and cognizant to provide support in areas 
in which she struggled as a student. 
At a previous school district, before becoming certified to teach ESL students, 
Lola volunteered to teach the ESOL II class because she saw an opportunity to learn 
about sheltered instruction. She mentioned that she enjoyed working with such a small 
group of students who were willing to work hard and ask for help. Lola shared how, for 
the first time in her teaching career, she has seen noticeable improvements in students' 
writing compared to when she taught the ESOL II class. Lola also mentioned she enjoyed 
working one-on-one with students, as well as facilitating cross-curricular vocabulary 
enrichment in various classes. Currently, she is working on improving differentiation for 
her ELLs, and developing ways to get them to speak more about the content. She is a 
member of the technology group in the district and attends technology training to 
incorporate in her classroom. She has a cart with Chromebook computers in her 
classroom for immediate availability.   
From my classroom observations, I noticed that upon entering her classroom, I 
observed that she had laminated paper lining part of the walls. She built a word wall on 
those and changed them by theme or topic. Lola’s classroom is arranged depending on 
the daily class activity. I observed discussion circles, pairs and groups arrangements. For 
small group instruction, her classroom desks are clustered in small groups of four and 
with the needed supplies for the activities. She arranges all the activities in a way that 
allows for transitions to small groups, reading circles or stations. 
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Biology teacher. During an interview with Roberta Gonzáles, I learned that 
Roberta is in her second year of teaching and she enjoys being in the classroom. While 
she was in college, she took Japanese classes and went to study in Japan. She describes 
her experience in Japan as amazing. There she learned to communicate better in Japanese 
and felt more confident about speaking the language. She recalled that she had to learn 
the language in order to survive and for her educational experience.   
Initially, Roberta started teaching at the Freshmen Center at HTISD. Aside from 
Japanese, she speaks Spanish and is able to communicate with her Spanish-speaking 
students and families in that language. Roberta also holds a Life Science certification. 
During my classroom visits, I noticed that Roberta’s classroom has laboratory 
tables for students to sit in pairs to complete conversational tasks and paired activities. 
Her room also has cabinets from top to bottom on two walls; therefore, leaving no room 
for her to incorporate visible word walls in her classroom.   
After the teachers received 7SLRIC (Seidlitz & Perryman, 2011) professional 
development, and I observed her class, I provided feedback to the coached group 
regarding the sheltered instructional strategies used in their class. During the fall 
semester, I carried out class observation once per month. I used an adapted version of 
Echevarria’s, et al. (2008) incorporating the instructional strategies mentioned in the 
7SLRIC book (Seidlitz & Perryman, 2011) and in The fundamental 5: The formula for 
quality instruction book (Cain & Laird, 2011) as the Assessment Rubric (Appendix B) to 
offer immediate feedback to teachers in the coached groups. The two teachers in the 
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coached group met with me for 30 minutes after each classroom observation to discuss 
the observations.  
In the next session will introduce the three teachers’ participants in the non-
coached group. 
The Non-Coached Group 
The non-coached group consisted of three teachers: one who teaches English I 
and II, with four years of experience; one new to the profession who teaches Biology, and 
one ESOL teacher with nine years of experience. The non-coached group teachers were 
selected because they had several years of experience teaching in their content area. The 
science teachers attended various professional developments provided by the district. On 
a monthly basis, the teachers would go to the New Teacher Academy, which is offered 
for new teachers in the district and teachers with less than three years of experience in the 
profession. At the New Teachers Academy, the school administrators offered support in 
classroom management, grading, educational strategies, and goal-setting. 
The ESOL teacher teaches ESOL 1, ESOL 2, and US History courses for ELLs. 
This teacher was included in the study because he works directly with the ELL 
population. The ESOL teacher is also the LPAC chair. 
Non-Coached Teachers 
English for speakers of other languages (ESOL) teacher. Gustavo Banks 
shared during an interview prior classroom observation that he studied education in 
California. He became interested in ESL during his last semester in the School of 
Education. During his last semester in college, he went to Cambodia and worked with 
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Non-Government Organizations, teaching art therapy and art as a tool for social 
empowerment. Wanting to see more of the world, he took a job teaching ESL in Japan for 
one year. In Japan, he worked with students with ages ranging from two to eighty. While 
in Japan, he studied Japanese. Gustavo’s teacher spoke no English, and neither did most 
of his classmates. He shared that “at first it was frustrating not being able to 
communicate, but I gradually began to switch over, and I leaned more Japanese in six 
months of classes than I did in three years of high school and college Spanish” (G. Banks, 
personal communication, August 2017). After leaving Japan, he also taught in South 
Korea and in Cambodia. While in Cambodia, he took a Teaching English to Speakers of 
Other Languages (TESOL) course to learn current ESL strategies. Gustavo returned to 
the USA and taught adult ESL. His classes have helped students in his classroom who 
collectively speak ten different languages. 
At the time of data collection, Gustavo was in his tenth year of teaching and his 
seventh year in a public school in Texas. He spent the school year 2017-18 at HTHS. He 
holds ELA 8-12, ESL and History 8-12 certifications. During the 2016-17 year, Gustavo 
taught at the Freshmen Center and HTHS campus.  
While he was at HTHS campus, he provided support to ELLs by doing pull-outs 
and meeting with students in smaller groups. Gustavo also serves in the Language 
Proficiency Assessment Committee. His duties include scheduling LPAC meetings, 
monitoring ELLs grades, completing all paperwork regarding ELLs, and notifying the 
school registrar of the correct ELL codes for the school PEIMS software. As an educator, 
he taught ESOL I, ESOL II, and US History. He was also the sponsor of the Key Club, 
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track and field coach, and soccer coach. During this study, Gustavo was learning Spanish 
independently in order to communicate better with his students and their families, as well 
as with his daughter who lives in Spain. He considered himself intermediate in listening, 
speaking, reading and writing Spanish. 
Gustavo’s classroom is on the first floor in one of the main hallways. It has glass 
windows facing another hallway on the other side of the classroom. From there, you can 
see the school’s tennis courts, a tree, and a grass area. He kept the classroom walls empty, 
except for the Key Club banner. Throughout the school year, he added information to 
support the US History class curriculum. He designed an arrangement for students to sit 
together in pairs and collaborate with one another. This seating arrangement allows 
students to walk within the classroom. I gathered this information during classroom 
observations. 
English language arts I (ELA I) teacher. Jacquelyn Holmes shared during an 
interview that she graduated with a B.A. in English and has an English certification and a 
Spanish minor from Texas State University. She started teaching in a small private 
school. There she taught English I, III, IV and Yearbook. While at the private school, she 
taught English to many foreign students from various Asian countries. Jacquelyn believes 
that her ELLs from the private school struggled as much as ELLs from other schools. She 
described her ELL students in her Pre-Advanced English class as highly motivated and 
have a strong foundation of cognitive academic language proficiency (CALP) in their 
first language. Jacqueline said her students actively participate in class and are great 
writers in different genres. Jacqueline said her students actively participate in class and 
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are great writers in different genres. Jacqueline mentioned that during class, she hears and 
allow the students to brainstorm in their first language, Spanish and that students transfer 
their skills such as writing and reading from their first language to their second language.  
Jacqueline’s classroom is on the second floor and it does not have windows. She 
organized her classroom by sections, which include word walls, definitions of literary 
terms in a frame, daily objectives, and an agenda. Her chairs are arranged for group work 
in a way that allows students to transition in the classroom and work with students in 
other groups. She has systems and structures in place in her classroom; for example, 
students know where to find work if they had been absent, providing a sustainable system 
with clear procedures and expectations for her students. The information about 
Jaqueline’s classroom was scripted in my notes during classroom observations. 
Jacqueline started teaching freshman at HTISD in 2016. She mentioned that at 
HTHS she has taught many intermediate to advanced-high ELLs. She believes her 
students have a foundation of the English language as indicated by their class 
participation and engagement in their writing activities. When the school year starts, she 
looks into the available data, such as TELPAS and STAAR to learn about her students’ 
strengths and areas of growth.  She is aware of her students’ English level of proficiency 
and develops activities for them to continue developing their academic language. She 
became ESL certified in 2017 to better support the students in their English language 
acquisition and holds ELA 8-12 and ESL certifications. During this study, she only 
taught one English I class; the rest of her schedule was English Pre-AP. When one 
entered her classroom, she had a wall decorated with rhetorical figures of speech, such as 
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metaphor and simile, in a frame hanging from the wall, creating a word wall for her 
students and making the content curriculum accessible for her students (Macías, Da Luz 
Fontes, Kephart, & Blume, 2012). The students have a visual support of the rhetorical 
figures of speech terms studied in class that includes an illustration, definition and an 
example. As part of the lesson approach, she color-coded her daily objectives 
emphasizing the literature vocabulary to emphasize the academic language during that 
lesson and the ELPS (Cain & Laird, 2011; Polat & Cepik, 2015). She creates a safe space 
in class encouraging the students to take risks and facilitated their interaction (Gonzalez, 
2017). 
Biology teacher. Lisa Lais shared during an interview that she was on her first 
year of teaching. She does not speak a second language. Her certification is in Life 
Science. Lisa became a teacher because she wanted a meaningful job with the 
opportunity to help people and to make a difference in their lives. While in high school, 
she took two years of Spanish. Lisa enjoyed learning Spanish the first year, as she had a 
very good teacher. The second year, she had a teacher who had issues controlling the 
classroom, so she feels that she did not learn anything. She does not have prior 
experience or training teaching ELLs.  
Lisa started working at HTHS the day after a district administrator, Ms. Vela, 
provided the 7SLRIC (Seidlitz & Perryman, 2011) professional development to the 
HTHS faculty. During the first month of school and prior to collecting data in her 
classroom, I provided her with a copy of the book and had weekly meetings to provide an 
explanation of the sheltered instruction strategies and examples to incorporate in her 
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class. Lisa participated in weekly PLC meetings with the science instructional coach. 
During these meetings, the science instructional coach and her colleagues discussed the 
various instructional strategies to differentiate for her students, such as using videos and 
graphic organizers. Lisa’s classroom is on the first floor in a hallway with predominantly 
freshman classes. Her classroom does not have windows. Lisa has laboratory tables in the 
classroom, which is usually set up with groups of four to complete activities, providing 
students with an opportunity to talk and share ideas and collaboration to solve problems. 
Lisa incorporates activities for students to solve problems, negotiate the answers to 
questions and to help each other. She has cabinets on two walls of her classroom, from 
top to bottom, leaving no room for her to incorporate visible word walls. 
Limitations of the Study 
I have identified five limitations during the research: Hierarchical relationship, 
lack of leadership, administrative support, PEIMS coding mistakes, sample size, and 
software. I divided these limitations between sample size, leadership, and systems in 
place. 
School Leadership 
Hierarchical relationship. I was a school-level administrator at the school where 
this study took place. I supervised three of the five teachers in the research. However, 
formal and summative observations did not take place until the research data was 
collected. 
Administrative support. The school principal did not support a school book 
study group. According to the principal, the initiative was not district-wide and was only 
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proposed by a district administrator, Ms. Vela. Therefore, teachers were not required to 
complete assignments.  
Systems in Place 
Mistakes in PEIMS coding. Students were coded incorrectly. Exited students - 
Some students were exited from the ELL program previously yet continued to be coded 
as ELLs.  
Non-identified - Other students were never coded when they started at HTISD and they 
were not being successful. During an internal digital audit of home language survey, I 
was able to identify ELL students who were never coded, as they should have been. After 
an LPAC, if a student was identified as ELL, the registrar was supposed to receive an 
email to ensure the correct codification was entered in the system. Clerical errors - There 
were students who were referred for coding more than once, but the registrar did not code 
them appropriately. 
Sample size. Due to time constraints and teacher availability, small sample size 
was used in this study. It is difficult to obtain statistically significant findings from 
samples that are too small, even when the research hypothesis is correct (i.e., type II 
error). Nevertheless, some statistically significant findings were made in this study. 
Software. The school uses three different software applications to manage and 
store student information: Skyward for attendance, grades and discipline; Eduphoria for 
testing information, notes and attached forms such as 504, SPED, and LPAC minutes; 
and Ellevation for LPAC minutes, TELPAS results, teacher feedback, and testing 
accommodations. 
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Qualifications of the Researcher 
I have a master’s degree in Second Language Acquisition with training in 
Sheltered Instruction. My educational background includes an undergraduate degree in 
mathematics education, and a background working with data and computer programming. 
In the past, I have completed action research using mixed methods. During my career as 
an administrator, I have analyzed data and presented findings to teachers and 
administrators. I have also built trust relationships with the ELL community in HTHS.  
Having reviewed AERA’s Code of Ethics, I have not identified any potential 
ethical concerns regarding my study. As a researcher, I ensured the quality and integrity 
of my work. Therefore, I informed the subjects of the study that their participation was 
voluntary and received informed consent from them. In the same spirit, I have maintained 
the confidentiality and anonymity of the questionnaire respondents and data and avoided 
harming participants in any way. I can thus demonstrate that my research is independent 
and impartial. 
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CHAPTER IV  
RESULTS 
 In this chapter I will summarize this record of study and explain the findings. At 
the end, the chapter concludes by sharing implications and recommendations for further 
studies. After the conclusion, I will share my reflections of lessons learned and future 
plans. 
Summary 
The aim of this record of the study was specifically to explore if implementing the 
instructional strategies after sheltered instruction professional development followed by 
instructional coaching would have a notable influence on teachers in the implementation 
of sheltered instruction strategies in comparison to just attending a professional 
development session without any follow-up support. 
Research Questions 
To achieve the specific objective of this research, a study was designed to answer  
the two main research questions, plus six sub-components those questions.  
Research question # 1. What are the teachers' current practices in their classes to  
support ELLs?  More specifically: 
1a. Before individual coaching, does the teacher have an understanding of  
the 7 Steps to a Language-Rich Interactive Classroom? (Appendix C)  
1b. During the study, what do they state about which and how any or all 7  
steps were incorporated?  
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To answer this question, teachers completed a self-evaluation before and after the 
instructional coaching sessions. Their replies were then compared with the researcher’s 
classroom observations. The results for research question 1 are analyzed under two 
interrelated topics. 
Research question #2. Does tailored and focused coaching improve the  
successful implementation of sheltered instruction teaching strategies to support  
ELLs?  More specifically: 
2a. Which, if any, of the 7 steps are used in the ELL classroom?  
(Appendix B)  
2b. How and how frequently are any or all of the 7 Steps to a Language-
Rich Interactive Classroom incorporated into classes with ELLs?  
2c. Why do the teachers choose different specific 7 Steps to a Language-
Rich Interactive Classroom strategy?  
2d. How comfortable are the teachers using the strategies suggested in 7 
Steps to a Language-Rich Interactive Classroom? 
 In this section, the data and statistics for each of the two research questions are 
shown in detail. Each of the following sections begins presenting a summary of the 
results of the analyses, followed by the detailed data for each group (i.e., coached and 
non-coached) and for each one of the seven areas of teaching practice performance. The 
data analysis of these questions revealed the following: 
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Research Question # 1 Analysis 
Research question number one examined teachers’ self-reported data on the 
implementation of sheltered instruction strategies in their teaching. As part of the 
assessment, teachers completed a Likert-scale questionnaire before and after the 
instructional coaching sessions. In addition, a comparison was made between the teacher 
and researcher observation data to provide further detail on if and how the instructional 
strategies are implemented in the classroom. 
Teachers Self-Reported Assessment Analysis  
Teachers’ self-reported assessment analysis of lesson preparation. The 
descriptive statistics shown on table 4.1 are for the Lesson Preparation self-reported 
assessment scores for both groups, after school wide professional development and 
before the coached group participated in the instructional coaching sessions.  
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Table 4.1  
 
Teachers Self-Reported in Analysis of Lesson Preparation before Instructional 
Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 1.75 2.00 0.50 1 
1C Coached 2.50 2.50 0.58 1 
 Summary 2.13 2.25 0.77  
1A 
Non-
Coached 2.75 3.00 0.50 1 
1D 
Non-
Coached 2.25 2.00 0.50 1 
1E 
Non-
Coached 2.25 2.00 0.50 1 
 Summary 2.42 2.00 0.87  
 
The descriptive statistics for the Lesson Preparation self-reported assessment as 
shown in Table 4.2 shows scores for both groups, after all classroom observations and the 
coached group participated in the instructional coaching sessions.   
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Table 4.2  
 
Teachers Self-Reported in Analysis of Lesson Preparation after Instructional 
Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  
 
Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 2.00 2.0 0.82 2 
1C Coached 2.75 3.0 0.50 1 
 Summary 2.38 2.5 0.96  
1A 
Non-
Coached 2.75 3.0 0.50 1 
1D 
Non-
Coached 2.25 2.0 0.50 1 
1E 
Non-
Coached 2.25 2.0 0.50 1 
 Summary 2.42 2.0 0.87  
 
The difference of mean and median scores, after observing both groups and 
providing instructional coaching to the coached group is shown in Table 4.3. These 
scores must be interpreted within the range of 1-3; where 1 corresponds to “Never”, 2 
corresponds to “Often” and 3 corresponds to “Daily”. Therefore, the teachers in the non-
coached group scored themselves closer to 3, from the start; whereas the teachers in the 
coached group scored themselves closer to 2, from the beginning.   
Table 4.3  
 
The Difference of Mean and Median Scores in Analysis of Lesson Preparation 
Difference Mean Median 
 
Coached 0.25 0.25 
Non-Coached 0 0 
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Therefore, teachers in the coached grouped showed an improvement in their 
Lesson Preparation score after the instructional coaching session. 
Teachers’ self-reported assessment analysis of daily expectations. The 
descriptive statistics for the Daily Expectations self-reported assessment scores for both 
groups are shown in Table 4.4. This is after the professional development and before the 
coached group participated in the instructional coaching sessions.  
Table 4.4  
 
Teachers Self-Reported in Analysis of Daily Expectations after the Instructional 
Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 3 3 0 0 
1C Coached 3 3 0 0 
 Summary 3 3 0  
1A 
Non-
Coached 3 3 0 0 
1D 
Non-
Coached 3 3 0 0 
1E 
Non-
Coached 3 3 0 0 
 Summary 3 3 0  
 
The descriptive statistics for the Daily Expectations self-reported assessment 
scores, for both groups, are shown in Table 4.5. This analysis is for the observations 
before the coached group participated in instructional coaching.  
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Table 4.5  
 
Teachers Self-Reported in Analysis of Daily Expectations before Instructional 
Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 3 3 0 0 
1C Coached 3 3 0 0 
 Summary 3 3 0  
1A 
Non-
Coached 3 3 0 0 
1D 
Non-
Coached 3 3 0 0 
1E 
Non-
Coached 3 3 0 0 
 Summary 3 3 0  
 
The difference of mean and median scores is shown for the two groups in Table 
4.6. This difference is after the coached group participated in the instructional coaching 
session. Just as with the previous item, these scores must be interpreted within the range 
of 1-3; where 1 corresponds to “Never”, 2 corresponds to “Often” and 3 corresponds to 
“Daily”. Therefore, the teachers in both groups self-reported a score of 3 for all aspects of 
Daily Expectations, at the beginning as well as at the conclusion of the study.  
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Table 4.6  
 
The Difference between the Mean and Median Scores for Analysis of Daily 
Expectations after Instructional Coaching 
Difference Mean Median 
 
Coached 0 0 
Non-Coached 0 0 
 
Therefore, teachers in the coached grouped showed no change in their Daily Expectations 
self-reported score after the instructional coaching session. 
Teachers’ self-reported assessment analysis of comprehensible input. The 
descriptive statistics for the Comprehensible Input self-reported assessment scores for 
both groups are shown in Table 4.7. These descriptive statistics are for the coached group 
before they participated in any instructional coaching session.  
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Table 4.7  
 
Descriptive Statistics for the Analysis of Comprehensible Input Self-Reported 
Assessment before Instructional Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 2.00 2.00 1.41 2.00 
1C Coached 2.50 2.50 0.71 1.00 
 Summary 2.25 2.25 1.58  
1A Non-Coached 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 
1D Non-Coached 1.50 1.50 0.71 1.00 
1E Non-Coached 2.50 2.50 0.71 1.00 
 Summary 2.33 2.50 1.00  
 
The descriptive statistics for the Comprehensible Input self-reported assessment 
scores, for both groups, are shown in Table 4.8. This analysis is for the observations that 
were gathered after the coached group participated in the instructional coaching session.  
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Table 4.8  
 
Teachers Self-Reported in Analysis of Comprehensible Input after Instructional 
Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 2.50 2.50 0.71 1.00 
1C Coached 2.50 2.50 0.71 1.00 
 Summary 2.50 2.50 1.00  
1A 
Non-
Coached 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 
1D 
Non-
Coached 1.50 1.50 0.71 1.00 
1E 
Non-
Coached 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 
 Summary 2.50 3.00 0.71  
 
Table 4.9 shows the difference of mean and median scores, after instructional 
coaching session, for the two groups. Just as with the previous item, these scores must be 
interpreted within the range of 1-3; where 1 corresponds to “Never”, 2 corresponds to 
“Often” and 3 corresponds to “Daily”. Therefore, both groups self-reported higher 
assessment scores for Comprehensible Input at the end of the study.   
Table 4.9  
 
The Differences of Mean and Median Scores for Comprehensible Input after 
Instructional Coaching 
Difference Mean Median 
 
Coached 0.25 0.25 
Non-Coached 0.17 0.50 
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Teachers’ self-reported assessment analysis of strategies. The descriptive 
statistics for the Strategies self-reported assessment scores for both groups is shown in 
Table 4.10. This analysis is for the observations collected before the coached group 
participated in any instructional coaching session.   
Table 4.10  
 
Teachers Self-Reported in Analysis of Strategies before Instructional Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 2.33 3 1.150 2 
1C Coached 2.67 3 0.577 1 
 Summary 2.50 3 1.290  
1A 
Non-
Coached 2.67 3 0.577 1 
1D 
Non-
Coached 2.00 2 0 0 
1E 
Non-
Coached 3.00 3 0 0 
 Summary 2.56 3 0.580  
 
The descriptive statistics for the Strategies self-reported assessment scores for 
both groups is shown in Table 4.11. This analysis is for the observations gathered after 
the coached group participated in the instructional coaching session.  
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Table 4.11  
 
Teachers Self-Reported in Analysis of Strategies after Instructional Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 3.00 3 0 0 
1C Coached 2.67 3 0.577 1 
 Summary 2.84 3 0.580  
1A 
Non-
Coached 2.67 3 0.577 1 
1D 
Non-
Coached 2.00 2 0 0 
1E 
Non-
Coached 3.00 3 0 0 
 Summary 2.56 3 0.580  
 
The difference of mean and median scores for both groups is shown in Table 4.12. 
This analysis is after the coached group participated in the instructional coaching session. 
These scores must be interpreted within the range of 1-3; where 1 corresponds to 
“Never”, 2 corresponds to “Often” and 3 corresponds to “Daily”. Therefore, only the 
Couched group self-reported a higher assessment mean score for Strategy at the end of 
the study.   
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Table 4.12  
 
The Difference of Mean and Median Scores for the Analysis of Strategies after 
Instructional Coaching 
Difference Mean Median 
 
Coached 0.34 0.00 
Non-Coached 0.00 0.00 
 
Teachers’ self-reported assessment analysis of interactions. The descriptive 
statistics for the Analysis of Interaction self-reported assessment scores for both groups 
are shown in Table 4.13. This analysis is for the observations gathered before the coached 
group participated in any instructional coaching session.  
Table 4.13  
 
Teachers Self-Reported in Analysis of Interactions before Instructional Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 
1C Coached 2.33 2.00 0.58 1.00 
 Summary 2.17 2.00 0.58  
1A 
Non-
Coached 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 
1D 
Non-
Coached 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 
1E 
Non-
Coached 2.00 2.00 1.00 2.00 
 Summary 2.00 2.00 1.00  
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The descriptive statistics for the Interaction self-reported assessment scores for 
both groups is shown in Table 4.14. This analysis is for the observations gathered after 
the coached group participated in the instructional coaching session.  
Table 4.14  
 
Teachers Self-Reported in Analysis of Interactions after the Instructional Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 2.33 2.00 0.58 1.00 
1C Coached 2.67 3.00 0.58 1.00 
 Summary 2.50 2.50 0.82  
1A Non-Coached 2.67 3.00 0.58 1.00 
1D Non-Coached 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 
1E Non-Coached 2.67 3.00 0.58 1.00 
 Summary 2.45 3.00 0.82  
 
The difference in mean and median scores for the two groups are shown in Table 
4.15. These are from observations collected after the coached group participated in the 
instructional coaching session. These scores must be interpreted within the range of 1-3; 
where 1 corresponds to “Never”, 2 corresponds to “Often” and 3 corresponds to “Daily”. 
Therefore, both groups self-reported a higher assessment mean score for Interaction at the 
end of the study. The point estimates (i.e., means and medians) for the self-reported 
scores are larger for the non-coached group.  
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Table 4.15  
 
The Difference of Mean and Median Scores for the Analysis of Interactions after the 
Instructional Coaching 
Difference Mean Median 
 
Coached 0.34 0.50 
Non-Coached 0.45 1.00 
 
Teachers’ self-reported assessment analysis of practice and application. The 
descriptive statistics for Practice and Application self-reported assessment scores for both 
groups are shown in Table 4.16. This analysis is for the observations collected before the 
coached group participated in any instructional coaching session. At the beginning of the 
study, both groups reported scores close to 2. The coached group reporting higher scores. 
Only one item is used to measure Practice and Application, therefore the measures of 
dispersion are not applicable within individual teachers.  
  
 
108 
  
Table 4.16  
 
Teachers Self-Reported in Analysis of Practice and Application before Instructional 
Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 2.00 2.00 NA NA 
1C Coached 3.00 3.00 NA NA 
 Summary 2.50 2.50 NA  
1A 
Non-
Coached 2.00 2.00 NA NA 
1D 
Non-
Coached 2.00 2.00 NA NA 
1E 
Non-
Coached 3.00 3.00 NA NA 
 Summary 2.33 2.00 NA  
 
The descriptive statistics for the Practice and Application self-reported assessment 
scores for both groups are shown in Table 4.17.  This analysis is after the coached group 
participated in the instructional coaching session. The pattern of scores observed at the 
beginning of the study is sustained at the end of the study. Self-reported scores for 
Practice and Application remain around 2 or “Often”.  
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Table 4.17  
 
Teachers Self-Reported in Analysis of Practice and Application after Instructional 
Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 3.00 3.00 NA NA 
1C Coached 2.00 2.00 NA NA 
 Summary 2.50 2.50 NA  
1A 
Non-
Coached 2.00 2.00 NA NA 
1D 
Non-
Coached 1.00 1.00 NA NA 
1E 
Non-
Coached 3.00 3.00 NA NA 
 Summary 2.00 2.00 NA  
 
The difference in mean and median scores for the two groups, is shown in Table 
4.18. This analysis is for the observations collected after the coached group participated 
in the instructional coaching session. These scores must be interpreted within the range of 
1-3; where 1 corresponds to “Never”, 2 corresponds to “Often” and 3 corresponds to 
“Daily”. Therefore, neither of the groups self-reported assessment mean score for 
Interaction showed any improvement at the end of the study.  
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 Table 4.18  
 
The Difference of Mean and Median Scores for the Analysis of Practice and Application 
after Instructional Coaching 
 
Difference Mean Median 
Coached 0.00 0.00 
Non-Coached -0.33 0.00 
 
Teachers’ self-reported assessment analysis of lesson delivery. The descriptive 
statistics for Lesson Delivery self-reported assessment scores for both groups are shown 
in Table 4.19. This analysis is for observations gathered before the coached group 
participated in any instructional coaching session. At the beginning of the study, both 
groups reported scores close to 2.5.   
Table 4.19  
 
Teacher Self-Reported Assessment Analysis of Lesson Delivery before Instructional 
Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 
1C Coached 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 
 Summary 2.50 2.50 0.00  
1A 
Non-
Coached 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 
1D 
Non-
Coached 2.50 2.50 0.71 1.00 
1E 
Non-
Coached 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 
 Summary 2.50 2.50 0.71  
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The descriptive statistics for the Lesson Delivery self-reported assessment scores 
for both groups are shown in Table 4.20. This analysis is for observations gathered after 
the coached group participated in the instructional coaching session. Self-reported scores 
for Lesson Delivery were around 2 or “Often” at the end of the study.  
Table 4.20  
 
Teacher Self-Assessment Analysis of Lesson Delivery after Instructional Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 1.50 1.50 0.71 1.00 
1C Coached 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 
 Summary 2.25 2.25 0.71  
1A 
Non-
Coached 3.00 3.00 0.00 0.00 
1D 
Non-
Coached 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 
1E 
Non-
Coached 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 
 Summary 2.33 2.00 0.00  
 
The difference in mean and median scores for the two groups is shown in Table 
4.21. This analysis is for observations collected after the coached group participated in 
the instructional coaching session, for the two groups. These scores must be interpreted 
within the range of 1-3; where 1 corresponds to “Never”, 2 corresponds to “Often” and 3 
corresponds to “Daily”. Therefore, neither of the groups self-reported assessment mean 
score for Lesson Delivery showed any improvement at the end of the study. As a matter 
of fact, the self-reported scores for Lesson Delivery decreased for both groups. 
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Table 4.21  
 
The Difference of Mean and Median Scores for the Analysis of Lesson Delivery after 
Instructional Coaching 
Difference Mean Median 
 
Coached -0.25 -0.25 
Non-Coached -0.17 -0.50 
 
Research question number one examined the effectiveness of instructional 
coaching by evaluating the responses to the questionnaire based on the researcher’s 
response to the observation protocol questionnaire. Mean and median scores from 
responses to questionnaire items were used to identify improvement in teaching practices 
after the implementation of sheltered instruction strategies. The following section 
contains the detailed analysis of the responses from the researcher.  
Data Analysis of Researcher’s Assessment 
Research Question # 2 Analysis 
 Research question number one examined the effectiveness of instructional 
coaching.  
In this section, I discuss my analysis of the quantitative data from the data I 
gathered during the classroom observations. During the collection of that data, the 
coached group had a coaching session after each classroom observation. The non-
coached group neither saw the data collected nor received coaching in the 
implementation of the professional development. 
Each teacher was observed four times and evaluated according to the following 
scale: 
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Table 4.22  
 
Researcher’s Scale for Teacher’s Observation of Sheltered Instruction Implementation 
in Class. 
 
Researcher’s assessment analysis of lesson preparation.  The descriptive 
statistics for Lesson Preparation researcher’s assessment scores for both groups are 
shown in Table 4.23. This analysis is for observations gathered before the coached group 
received any instructional coaching session. At the beginning of the study, the non-
coached group was assigned higher scores by the researcher (i.e., close to 70% 
performance) than the coached group (i.e., below 70% performance).  
  
Score Meaning 
4 Performance indicator met at 100%  
3 Performance indicator met at 70% 
2 Performance indicator met below 70 %  
1 Performance indicator met below 50%  
0 Performance indicator NOT met. 
NA Performance indicator NOT applicable. 
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Table 4.23  
 
Researcher’s Assessment Analysis of Lesson and Preparation before Instructional 
Coaching 
Group Descriptive Statistics 
 Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
Coached 1.33 2.00 1.15 2.00 
Coached 2.25 2.00 0.50 1.00 
Summary 1.79 2.00 1.25  
Non-Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
Non-Coached 2.25 2.50 1.71 4.00 
Non-Coached 2.75 3.50 1.89 4.00 
Summary 3.00 3.50 2.55  
 
The descriptive statistics for the Lesson Preparation researcher’s assessment 
scores for both groups are shown in Table 4.24. This analysis is for observations gathered 
after the coached group received instructional coaching session. The scores for the non-
coached remained around 70% performance, while the scores for the coached group 
increased to the level of 70% performance. 
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Table 4.24  
 
Researcher’s Assessment Analysis of Lesson Preparation after Instructional Coaching 
Group Descriptive Statistics 
 Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
Coached 3.25 3.50 0.96 2.00 
Coached 3.00 3.00 0.82 2.00 
Summary 3.13 3.25 1.26  
Non-Coached 3.25 3.50 0.96 2.00 
Non-Coached 2.50 2.00 1.00 2.00 
Non-Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
Summary 3.25 3.50 1.38  
 
The difference in mean and median score for Lesson Delivery as assessed by the 
researcher is shown in Table 4.25. An increase in score was observed for the coached 
group, while the non-coached group showed a small increase in mean score. 
Table 4.25  
 
Researcher’s Assessment Difference in Mean and Median Score for Lesson Delivery 
Difference Mean Median 
 
Coached 1.34 1.25 
Non-Coached 0.25 0.00 
 
Researcher’s Assessment Analysis of Daily Expectations. Table 4.26 shows the 
descriptive statistics for Lesson Preparation researcher’s assessment scores for both 
groups, before any instructional coaching session. At the beginning of the study, both 
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groups were assessed with a score of four, which implies 100% performance in Daily 
Expectations. 
Table 4.26  
 
Researcher’s Assessment Analysis of Lesson Preparation before Instructional 
Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
1C Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
 Summary 4.00 4.00 0.00  
1A 
Non-
Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
1D 
Non-
Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
1E 
Non-
Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
 Summary 4.00 4.00 0.00  
 
The descriptive statistics for the Daily Expectations researcher’s assessment 
scores for both groups are shown in Table 4.27. This analysis is for observations gathered 
after the coached group participated in instructional coaching session. No decrease in 
score was observed for either group. 
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Table 4.27  
 
Researcher’s Assessment Analysis of Daily Expectations after Instructional Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
1C Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
 Summary 4.00 4.00 0.00  
1A 
Non-
Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
1D 
Non-
Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
1E 
Non-
Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
 Summary 4.00 4.00 0.00  
 
Researcher’s assessment analysis of comprehensible input. The descriptive 
statistics for Comprehensible Input researcher’s assessment scores for both groups are 
shown in Table 4.28. This analysis is for observations gathered before the coached group 
participated in any instructional coaching session. At the beginning of the study, the 
coached group was assessed with a score of one (i.e., performance below 50%); whereas 
the non-coached group scored between three and four (i.e., 70% to 100% performance). 
The standard deviations with NA are due to the fact that for some teachers there was only 
one observation available, therefore a standard deviation does not exist. 
  
  
 
118 
Table 4.28  
 
Researcher’s Assessment Analysis of Comprehensible Input before Instructional 
Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 1.50 1.50 0.71 1.00 
1C Coached 0.50 0.50 0.71 1.00 
 Summary 1.00 1.00 1.00  
1A 
Non-
Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
1D 
Non-
Coached 2.00 2.00 NA 0.00 
1E 
Non-
Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
 Summary 3.33 4.00 0.00  
 
The descriptive statistics for the Comprehensible Input researcher’s assessment 
scores for both groups are shown in Table 4.29. This analysis is for observations gathered 
after the coached grouped participated in instructional coaching session. At the end of the 
study, the coached group had increased scores up to three (i.e., meets 70% performance). 
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Table 4.29  
 
Researcher’s Assessment Analysis of Comprehensible Input after Instructional 
Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 3.50 3.50 0.71 1.00 
1C Coached 2.50 2.50 0.71 1.00 
 Summary 3.00 3.00 1.00  
1A 
Non-
Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
1D 
Non-
Coached 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 
1E 
Non-
Coached 2.00 2.00 NA 0.00 
 Summary 2.67 2.00 0.00  
 
The changes in average scores for the researcher’s assessment of Comprehensible 
Input. is shown in Table 4.30 A decrease in score was observed for the non-coached 
group. 
Table 4.30  
 
Researcher’s Assessment Average Scores for Comprehensible Input 
Difference Mean Median 
 
Coached 2.00 2.00 
Non-Coached -0.67 -2.00 
 
Researcher’s assessment researcher’s assessment analysis of strategies. The 
descriptive statistics for Strategies researcher’s assessment scores for both groups are 
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shown in Table 4.31. This analysis is for observations gathered before the coached group 
participated in any instructional coaching session. At the beginning of the study, the 
coached group was assessed with a score of 3 (i.e., performance around 70%); whereas 
the non-coached group scored between 3 and 4 (i.e., 70% to 100% performance). The 
standard deviations with NA are due to the fact that for some teachers there was only one 
observation available, therefore a standard deviation does not exist. 
Table 4.31  
 
Researcher’s Assessment Analysis of Strategies before Instructional Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
1C Coached 2.00 2.00 2.00 4.00 
 Summary 3.00 3.00 2.00  
1A 
Non-
Coached 3.67 4.00 0.58 1.00 
1D 
Non-
Coached 1.00 1.00 1.41 2.00 
1E 
Non-
Coached 4.00 4.00 NA 0.00 
 Summary 2.89 4.00 1.52  
 
The descriptive statistics for Strategy researcher’s assessment scores for both 
groups are shown in Table 4.32. This analysis is for observations gathered after the 
coached group participated in the instructional coaching session. At the end of the study, 
the coached group had increased scores up to 3.5; where a three meets 70% performance. 
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The non-coached group sustained its score between three and four; that is, meets 70% up 
to 100%. 
Table 4.32  
 
Researcher’s Assessment Analysis of Strategies after the Instructional Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
1C Coached 3.00 3.00 1.00 2.00 
 Summary 3.50 3.50 1.00  
1A Non-Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
1D Non-Coached 1.33 0.00 2.31 4.00 
1E Non-Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
 Summary 3.11 4.00 2.31  
 
The increase in average Strategy scores for both groups is shown in Table 4.33. 
Table 4.33  
 
Increase in Average Strategy Scores 
Difference Mean Median 
 
Coached 0.50 0.50 
Non-Coached 0.22 0.00 
 
Researcher’s assessment analysis of interactions. The descriptive statistics for 
Interactions researcher’s assessment scores for both groups are shown in Table 4.34. This 
is for observations gathered before the coached group participated in any instructional 
coaching session. At the beginning of the study, the coached group was assessed with 
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average scores around one (i.e., performance below 50%); whereas the non-coached 
group scored averages between two and three (i.e., performance between 50% and 70%). 
The standard deviations with NA are due to the fact that for some teachers there was only 
one observation available, therefore a standard deviation does not exist. 
Table 4.34  
 
Researcher’s Assessment Analysis of Interactions before the Instructional Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 1.33 2.00 1.15 2.00 
1C Coached 1.67 1.00 2.08 4.00 
 Summary 1.50 1.50 2.38  
1A 
Non-
Coached 2.00 3.00 1.73 3.00 
1D 
Non-
Coached 0.50 0.50 0.71 1.00 
1E 
Non-
Coached 4.00 4.00 NA 0.00 
 Summary 2.17 3.00 1.87  
 
The descriptive statistics for Interactions researcher’s assessment scores for both 
groups are shown in Table 4.35, after the instructional coaching session. At the end of the 
study, the coached group had increased average scores up to around three; where a three 
meets 70% performance. Whereas, a decrease was observed in the averaged for the non-
coached group to about two; where a two constitutes a performance below 70% but 
greater than 50%. 
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Table 4.35  
 
Researcher’s Assessment Analysis of Interactions after the Instructional Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
1C Coached 2.67 2.00 1.15 2.00 
 Summary 3.34 3.00 1.15  
1A 
Non-
Coached 2.67 4.00 2.31 4.00 
1D 
Non-
Coached 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
1E 
Non-
Coached 2.00 2.00 2.83 4.00 
 Summary 1.56 2.00 3.65  
 
The difference in points estimates for mean and median scores of Interactions is 
shown in Table 4.36. 
Table 4.36  
 
Researcher’s Assessment Mean and Median Scores of Interactions 
Difference Mean Median 
 
Coached 1.84 1.50 
Non-Coached -0.61 -1.00 
 
Researcher’s assessment analysis of practice and application. The descriptive 
statistics for Practice and Application researcher’s assessment scores for both groups are 
shown in Table 4.37. This analysis is for observations gathered before the coached group 
participated in any instructional coaching session. At the beginning of the study, the 
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coached group was assessed with average scores around one (i.e., performance below 
50%); whereas the non-coached group scored averages of four (i.e., 100% 
performance).  The standard deviations with NA are due to the fact that for some teachers 
there was only one observation available, therefore a standard deviation does not exist. 
Table 4.37  
 
Researcher’s Assessment Analysis of Practice and Application before the Instructional 
Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 
1C Coached 1.00 1.00 0.00 0.00 
 Summary 1.50 1.50 0.00  
1A 
Non-
Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
1D 
Non-
Coached NA NA 0.00 0.00 
1E 
Non-
Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
 Summary 4.00 4.00 0.00  
 
The descriptive statistics for Practice and Application researcher’s assessment 
scores for both groups are shown in Table 4.38. This analysis is for observations gathered 
after the coached group participated in the instructional coaching session. At the end of 
the study, the coached group had increased average scores up to around three; where a 
three meets 70% performance. The averages for the non-coached group remained around 
four; where a four constitutes a 100% performance. 
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Table 4.38  
 
Researcher’s Assessment Analysis of Practice and Application before the Instructional 
Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
1C Coached 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 
 Summary 3.00 3.00 0.00  
1A 
Non-
Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
1D 
Non-
Coached 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 
1E 
Non-
Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
 Summary 3.33 4.00 0.00  
 
The change in mean and median scores assigned by the researcher to Practice and 
Application is shown in Table 4.39. 
Table 4.39  
 
Researcher’s Assessment Analysis of Practice and Application before the Instructional 
Coaching 
Difference Mean Median 
 
Coached 1.50 1.50 
Non-Coached -0.67 0.00 
 
 Researcher’s assessment analysis of lesson delivery.  The descriptive statistics 
for Lesson Delivery researcher’s assessment scores for both groups are shown in Table 
4.40. This analysis is for observations gathered before the coached group participated in 
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any instructional coaching session. At the beginning of the study, the coached group was 
assessed with average scores around one (i.e., performance below 50%); whereas the 
non-coached group scored averages between three and four; that is a performance above 
70%.   
Table 4.40  
 
Researcher’s Assessment Analysis of Practice and Application before the Instructional 
Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 0.50 0.50 0.71 1.00 
1C Coached 1.50 1.50 0.71 1.00 
 Summary 1.00 1.00 1.00  
1A 
Non-
Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
1D 
Non-
Coached 1.50 1.50 0.71 1.00 
1E 
Non-
Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
 Summary 3.17 4.00 0.71  
 
The descriptive statistics for Lesson Delivery researcher’s assessment scores for 
both groups is shown in Table 4.41. This analysis is for observations gathered after the 
coached group participated in the instructional coaching session. At the end of the study, 
the coached group had increased average scores up to around 2.75; where a two 
represents performance below 70% but above 50%. The averages for the non-coached 
group decreased to about the same level of performance; that is, between 50% and 70%. 
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Table 4.41  
 
Researcher’s Assessment Analysis of Lesson Delivery after the Instructional Coaching 
Teacher Group Descriptive Statistics 
  Mean Median 
Standard 
Deviation Range 
1B Coached 2.50 2.50 0.71 1.00 
1C Coached 3.00 3.00 1.41 2.00 
 Summary 2.75 2.75 1.58  
1A 
Non-
Coached 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 
1D 
Non-
Coached 1.00 1.00 1.41 2.00 
1E 
Non-
Coached 4.00 4.00 0.00 0.00 
 Summary 2.33 2.00 1.41  
 
The magnitude of the changes in mean and median scores for Lesson Delivery is 
shown in Table 4.42. 
Table 4.42  
 
Researcher’s Assessment Mean and Median Scores of Lesson Delivery 
Difference Mean Median 
 
Coached 1.75 1.75 
Non-Coached -0.83 -2.00 
 
The following section contains the detailed analysis of the qualitative data from 
the classroom observations and instructional coaching meetings. 
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Summary Tables 
The following tables summarize some findings from the quantitative analysis of 
assessment scores. The summary table for the assessment scores may be found in 
Appendix E. 
The overall average scores across all components (i.e., lesson preparation, 
interactions, strategies, lesson delivery, comprehensible input, daily expectations, 
practice and application) for the coached and non-coached groups by type of assessment 
(i.e., self-reported and observed) is shown in Table 4.43. Bear in mind that the ordinal 
scale for the self-reporting instrument goes from one to three and the scale for the 
researcher’s instrument covers from one to four. 
Table 4.43  
 
Summary for Quantitative Analysis for the Overall Scores 
Group Assessment Mean Score Before Mean Score After 
 
coached researcher 1.97 3.25 
 self-reported 2.44 2.57 
non-coached researcher 3.22 2.89 
 self-reported 2.45 2.47 
 
Table 4.44 above shows that, overall, self-reported mean scores for both groups 
were very similar. It also shows that there was an overall increase in mean score self-
reported by the teachers receiving the coaching. In the case of the mean scores reported 
by the researcher, the non-coached groups started with a higher mean score than the 
coached group. Likewise, there was an increase in the mean score assigned to the 
coached group.  
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A summary of the average mean scores by component is shown in Table 4.43, for 
the two groups as assessed by either the researcher or self-reported. The table reveals 
several patterns. For instance, most non-coached self-reported averages either show a 
decrease or no change in score, with the exception of comprehensible input and 
interactions. However, for the coached group most self-reported averages showed an 
increase; for instance, comprehensible input, interactions, lesson preparation, and 
strategies. 
The average results reported by the researcher shows that for the non-coached, 
most reflect a decrease or no change in mean score, with the exception of lesson 
preparation and strategies. For the researcher’s assessment for the coached group an 
increase in mean score was recorded for all components except for daily expectations, 
which remain without change. 
Table 4.44  
 
Summary of Self-Reported and Researcher’s Assessment of the Average Mean Scores 
by Assessment Rubric Component 
Component Group Assessment 
Mean Score 
before Mean Score after 
comprehensible 
input 
 
coached self-reported 2.25 2.50 
  researcher 1.00 3.00 
 non-coached self-reported 2.33 2.50 
  researcher 3.33 2.67 
daily 
expectations coached self-reported 3.00 3.00 
  researcher 4.00 4.00 
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Table 4.44 continued 
Component Group Assessment 
Mean Score 
before Mean Score after 
 non-coached self-reported 3.00 3.00 
  researcher 4.00 4.00 
lesson delivery coached self-reported 2.50 2.25 
  researcher 1.00 2.75 
 non-coached self-reported 2.50 2.33 
  researcher 3.17 2.33 
interactions coached self-reported 2.17 2.50 
  researcher 1.50 3.34 
 non-coached self-reported 2.00 2.45 
  researcher 2.17 1.56 
lesson 
preparation coached self-reported 2.13 2.38 
  researcher 1.79 3.13 
 non-coached self-reported 2.42 2.42 
  researcher 3.00 3.25 
practice 
application coached self-reported 2.50 2.50 
  researcher 1.50 3.00 
 non-coached self-reported 2.33 2.00 
  researcher 4.00 3.33 
strategies coached self-reported 2.50 2.84 
  researcher 3.00 3.50 
 non-coached self-reported 2.56 2.56 
  researcher 2.89 3.11 
 
Capturing similar patterns for the average scores, before and after, for the seven 
components of sheltered instructional strategies discussed in 7SLRIC are shown in 
Figures 4.1 and 4.2. Estimated boxplots with overlaid observations are displayed in both 
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figures. There are some common patterns originating from these assessments. I am 
commenting in the similarities as well as the differences between the self-reported 
assessment and the researcher’s assessment, as they are captured by these plots. For 
instance, an improvement in lesson preparation is reported for the coached group by both 
the self-reported and the researcher. However, the non-coached self-reported no change 
in lesson preparation, while I found an improvement for the non-coached lesson 
preparation. In the vase of lesson delivery, an improvement was reported for the coached 
group by the researcher, but the self-reported assessment shows a decrease in score. 
 
Figure 4.1 Summary of Teacher's Self-Reported Assessment 
Analyzing the self-reported and researcher’s reported questionnaires, I compared 
the responses within each group (i.e., coached and non-coached). The comparison 
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consisted of evaluating the responses to the self-reported assessment questionnaires 
before and after the study. I also compared the results of my classroom observations from 
the first classroom visit against the results from my last classroom visit. The figures show 
that both, the researcher’s assessment and the self-reported assessment coincide in the 
improvement of the coached group in the sheltered instructional strategies: lesson 
preparation, comprehensible input, strategy and interactions. There is also consistency 
coincidence in the lack of no change for the coached group in the area of daily 
expectations. 
The figures also show that the researcher’s assessment and the self-reported 
assessment are not consistent with regard to the improvement of the non-coached group 
in any of the areas. 
Both, the researcher’s assessment and the self-reported assessment coincide that 
the non-coached group worsened its scores in the sheltered instructional strategies: lesson 
delivery, practice and application. 
It is also noticeable that, in both assessments (i.e., self-reported and researcher’s), 
there is noticeably a larger variability is scores from the non-coached group than from the 
coached group. 
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Figure 4.2 Summary of Researcher's Assessment 
Qualitative Analysis of Data from Coaching Sessions 
After classroom observations, I met with the teachers in the coached group. At the 
coaching session, I took notes during our conversations. I also jotted down answers to the 
teachers’ questions for future follow-up and discussion. In the same manner, I read their 
comments, and took notes about my impressions. Afterwards, I carefully read the notes 
and classified them by subject; especially instructional strategies and sheltered instruction 
(Echevarría, et al., 2008; Stakes 2010; Echevarria et al., 2011; Fritzen, 2011; Seidlitz & 
Jones, 2012; Kareva & Echevarria, 2013; Short, 2013; Baecher, et al., 2016)).  
For qualitative data collection, the following questions were used and coded by 
themes with the coached group:  
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1. What do you do when you know students might struggle with what is presented? 
2. How were activities varied to address different ability levels and learning needs? 
3. How did you encourage students to take risks?  
4.  How would you check for understanding during lessons?  
5. How would you use student feedback to make adjustments to your instruction?  
6. How were activities adjusted to align with the lesson objective while meeting students’  
needs?  
7. How would instructional strategies address all students’ learning needs?  
8. How would the lesson engage and challenge all students of all levels? 
9. How were lessons adapted and presented using a variety of strategies to reach all  
students? 
10. How did you develop or select instructional strategies to teach specific skills? 
  In conducting qualitative analysis, coding the observations, and coaching 
sessions, I was able to identify the following topics, see Table 4.45: content objectives, 
illustrations or visuals for vocabulary, stem sentences, demonstrations of classroom 
activities, bilingual dictionaries, marginal notes, graphic organizers, anchor charts, word 
walls, cognates, world-knowledge self-reported assessment, oral and written instructions, 
PowerPoint presentations, text comprehension strategies, sufficient wait time, time to 
prepare materials, explicitly shared objectives during the lesson, journal entries, modeling 
the language and use by paraphrasing of students’ answer, small group instruction, 
classroom management, and teacher’s knowledge the students level of English 
proficiency.  
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Table 4.45  
 
Frequency of Instructional Strategies Observed in the Qualitative Methods 
Instructional Strategies Reported and Observed During the Study Frequency (n = #)  
Bilingual dictionaries 4 
Classroom management 12 
Explanation of Content Objectives 20 
Explicitly shared objectives during the lesson 20 
Graphic organizers 4 
Illustration or visuals for vocabulary 5 
Journal entries 10 
Levels of English proficiency 5 
Modeling the language and use by paraphrasing student’s answer 20 
Oral and written instructions 20 
PowerPoint presentations 12 
Small group instruction 10 
Sentences Starters 6 
Sufficient wait time 4 
Teacher Modeling the Lesson 5 
Text comprehension strategies 4 
Time to prepare materials 5 
Use of Anchor charts 2 
Use of cognates 4 
What to say instead of “I don’t know” poster 5 
Word Walls 2 
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Instructional Strategies Reported and Observed During the Study 
Bilingual dictionaries (n = 4). The three English teachers had Spanish and 
English bilingual dictionaries in class and encouraged students to use the dictionaries for 
reading and writing assignments. Only one of the six teachers incorporated the use of the 
dictionary in his lesson when teaching new vocabulary to the ESOL class. 
Classroom management (n = 12). All teachers had to review their classroom 
management procedures in class, each day. One of the teachers struggled to keep 
students’ focus in class during the small group activities.  
Explanation of content objectives (n = 20). All five teachers had content 
objectives posted on the board and read the objectives at the beginning of the lesson. The 
teachers also made reference to the objectives during lessons. The explanation of content 
objective is in agreement with Cain & Lain, 2011. 
Explicitly shared objectives during the lesson (n = 20). Teachers had their 
objectives written on the board, read it to students, and connected the lesson activities 
with the objectives. The teacher’s sharing the content objective is in agreement with Cain 
& Lain, 2011. 
Graphic organizers (n = 5).  Students were taught how to use the Frayer model 
graphic organizer in the ESOL classes for new vocabulary (National Behaviour Support 
Service [NBSS], n.d). In this organizer, the students write the vocabulary word in a circle 
in the middle of the paper. Then, they have four boxes around the circle where the 
students use a box for a different task, such as, definition, synonyms, examples and non-
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examples. During Gustavo’s class, students organized new vocabulary in this graphic 
organizer. 
 Illustration or visuals for vocabulary (n = 5). During the coaching sessions, 
Roberta mentioned she understood how important pictures were for students to learn new 
vocabulary, therefore she included diagrams in her lessons. She also mentioned the lack 
of space in her room to create a word wall. We discussed the possibility of using the 
cabinet doors in her room as a word wall. 
Teaching vocabulary was a subject of conversation I had with teachers in the 
coached group. The science teacher was hesitant to teach vocabulary out of the scientific 
content area. For her, it was important to teach the scientific meaning and not with an 
illustration that is not related to science. The science teacher explained two struggles in 
her class with vocabulary and how she implements strategies in her class to support her 
ELLs.  
Find out what is causing the struggle. I have noticed it can be simple vocabulary 
that not scientific that can cause a problem. Example: “manufacture”; many of 
them did not know what that meant, but once I explained the definitions and how 
it is used in these situations the struggle was over. This could also be caused by a 
simple language barrier. If it is not just vocabulary or language issue, then I will 
go back and reteach the topic or area of struggle trying to use more hands on. This 
process will be slower. I have also even looked up images with my students to 
show them. (R. González, personal communication, November 2017) 
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For Jaqueline it was important to use a variety of strategies to teach vocabulary. 
Jaqueline wanted her students to learn vocabulary, but also tried to build confidence in 
her students that they are capable of completing the assignment. At the end of the 
research, she shared the following information about teaching academic vocabulary: 
I make sure that I have supports ready. I make sure that academic vocabulary is 
presented in multiple formats. I provide sentence stems for students to use to talk 
and write. I give student and teacher generated examples. I also make sure to 
encourage them. For example, when English I decided to read Romeo and Juliet, 
we began the first reading with a discussion about how the language was old and 
difficult to read, but that I had confidence that they could accomplish the task. I 
also made sure to ensure them that we would work with the material to help them 
understand, but we had to do an initial reading first. (J. Holmes, personal 
communication, December 2017) 
Journal entries (n = 10). Whenever I visited the English and ESOL classes, the 
students had at least one writing activity. Said activities were on students’ journals or 
Google classroom to be submitted as an assignment. In agreement with Seidlitz & 
Perryman, 2011, Jaqueline provided students with sentence stems, and illustrative 
examples from other students’ prior writing activity. She also monitored the writing 
activity by walking in the classroom and providing meaningful feedback to the students. 
Levels of English proficiency (n = 5). English teachers were more inclined to 
add stem sentences to their lessons than science teachers. The science teacher lessons’ I 
observed were heavy in lecture and taking notes with not much opportunity for students 
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to verbally produce with the English language. The science teacher in the coached group 
made adaptations according to the level of English proficiency of her students. As she 
explained, “students that are more advanced and understand the topic will have to answer 
more in-depth questions. Lower level students will be asked questions in parts then the 
overall topic will be asked. I also have an inclusion teacher.” She provided an example of 
how to reduce the students’ anxiety level in her classroom (Krashen, 1993) by providing 
a safe environment for students to produce in her class while using English as a means of 
communication.  
The ESOL teacher, Gustavo, shared his experience in learning Spanish with the 
students. He also used Spanish in class to demonstrate to students it is acceptable to make 
mistakes while learning a second language. He built a relationship with students where 
they corrected him if he made mistakes in Spanish. Gustavo built trust with his students 
when he used the students’ first language in class.  
In my ESOL classes, I encourage them to speak as much as possible, and not let 
fear of failure prevent them from trying. I often use myself as an example, my 
Spanish is not perfect, but I continue to try and develop. I have tried to make my 
room a judgment free zone. I also will recognize and reinforce when a student 
steps out of their comfort zone. I do not want to overcorrect a student who is 
taking risks. (G. Banks, personal communication, December 2017). 
Lola had been teaching ELLs for several years. At the beginning of the year, Lola 
became acquainted with the students’ TELPAS level of proficiency, years of studies in 
the USA, and overall students’ background.  
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I first determine if the skill most correlates with reading, writing, listening, or 
speaking at the bottom rung of the scaffold. I then start teaching that skill with 
that domain in mind and move forward with more complex domains. As an 
English teacher, I also consider how skills and lessons link thematically to help 
students interact with texts and encourage literacy beyond the classroom. (L. 
Martinez, personal communication, September 2017) 
Teachers were conscious of the importance of incorporating a variety of 
instructional strategies in order to reach out to all their students. To support their students, 
teachers learned about their students' ELL proficiency levels and included a variety of 
activities such as, group work, stem sentences, and word walls.  
The length of the assignment is reduced for students who typically need more time. Often 
times I will rewrite an assessment to make it just have the most important terms 
so that I can see how well students are mastering the concepts rather than just not 
being able to understand what the questions are asking. (G. Banks, personal 
communication, December 2017) 
With ESOL, I try to use strategies where the end result is natural conversation or 
authentic writing as much as possible. I break the desired outcome into smaller 
chunks so than students can be successful. (G. Banks, personal communication, 
December 2017)  
Modeling the language and use paraphrasing of students answer (n = 20). 
During each classroom visit to collect data, I observed the teachers modeling academic 
language and creating opportunities for students to use said language in their answers.  
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Oral and written instructions (n = 20). Teachers projected the instructions and 
read them from the board. Biology teachers highlighted some terms in the instructions in 
bold font. In the ESOL classes, Gustavo provided students with bulleted steps and chunks 
of the reading material. As the students were completing each step, he added the next. 
PowerPoint presentations (n = 12). The use of PowerPoint presentations was a 
tool often observed during classroom visits. In fact, lectures in Biology classes were 
entirely in PowerPoint; students had copies of the PowerPoint slides as guided 
annotation. These PowerPoint presentations included pictures.  
Small group instruction (n = 10). During classroom observations, I was able to 
identify ten small classroom instructions. Jaqueline always arranged her class in small 
groups. In one of the classroom visits, I noticed she instructed students to change groups 
so they could further discuss their findings. Gustavo also incorporated small group 
instruction to his lesson. As students were completing their reading assignments, he 
paired them in line with their level of English proficiency and differentiated the activities 
accordingly. For instance, as an example of differentiation, I observed him sitting with 
the beginner-level student group and reading the story for them to follow. During this 
activity, Gustavo also asked clarifying questions and used illustrations to introduce new 
vocabulary. 
Sentences starters (n = 6). The use of stem sentences was most frequently 
observed in English teachers during their classes. During our coaching sessions, one of 
the teachers often inquired about ways to incorporate stem sentences in class (R. 
González, personal communication, fall 2017). Interestingly enough, I never observed her 
  
 
142 
using this tool with her students. Instead, she pointed at portions of a sentence on her 
PowerPoint presentation for students to use as a sentence starter. 
Sufficient wait time (n = 4). The data indicates that Roberta asked a question and 
allowed students some wait time. She instructed students they would have at least ten 
seconds to think their answers through before raising their hands. If a student needed 
more time, they could ask for more, then she would formulate the question once again. 
Teacher modeling the lesson (n = 5). The three English teachers provided 
examples of the final product. Jaqueline was more specific providing a non-example and 
working one example with the students. 
Text comprehension strategies (n = 4). During four of my visits to English and 
ESOL classes for classroom observation, I noticed students reading a story. Gustavo pre-
taught vocabulary. Students created a Fryer model for new vocabulary while also using 
the dictionary to identify which part of speech the word belonged to, and to learn its 
meaning (NBSS, n.d). They looked for an illustration, then wrote a sentence. After 
student activity, Gustavo taught vocabulary in context using the illustrations from the 
book and guided the students to make text predictions 
Lola used a story for a circle reading where students took turns to read aloud. The 
teacher planned for specific stops throughout the reading to check for understanding, 
make predictions and clarify concepts. 
Time to prepare materials (n = 5). Roberta brought up the issue of lack of time 
during each coaching session. She mentioned she would create a vocabulary wall and 
sentence stems for next school year. Although I offered her to help generate part of the 
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material for her classes, she never provided words or phrases to be used as a starting 
point. 
Lola mentioned that even though it was time-consuming, she understood the 
significance of having word walls in her classroom. For her, it was important that 
students had an updated word wall with the current academic language for the unit. As 
such, she updated her wall often.  
Use of anchor charts (n = 2). Two of the English teachers had anchor charts 
displayed in the classroom. One of the teachers was in the coached group while the other 
was in the non-coached group. They both reminded students the anchor charts were in the 
classroom during class instruction. They also participated in the same professional 
learning communities within their department and planned together.  
Use of cognates (n = 4). The three English teachers used cognates in class when 
explaining new concepts. The ESOL teacher encouraged students to identify cognate 
words when reading to understand the meaning of the story. 
What to say instead of “I don’t know” poster (n = 5). Each teacher had a poster 
in their classroom with options for students to use instead of saying “I don’t know” 
(Seidlitz & Perryman, 2011). I only witnessed Jaqueline pointing at the poster when she 
heard a student saying, “I don’t know”. According to Seidlitz & Perryman, the teacher 
needs to redirect the students to other options instead of allowing “I don’t know” as an 
answer. The time in Jaqueline’s class was the only time I heard a student in class saying 
“I don’t know” while visiting classrooms. 
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Word walls (n = 2). I observed word walls in Lola and Ms. Jaqueline’ classes. 
Lola created hers by hand and color-coded the terms as literary, vocabulary, and 
important words. Jaqueline had her literary terms in a framed like an important painting 
in her room. She also used PowerPoint presentations as part of her word wall, which 
depicted the terms of the day. 
In the qualitative methods analysis, I identified that 100% of the teachers said 
they used illustrations in class to teach vocabulary. The teachers mentioned they feel 
comfortable incorporating illustrations for new vocabulary as a strategy in their classes.  
During the fall semester of the study, I noticed that teachers incorporated multiple 
techniques in their classes. When coding the research notes from interviews, classroom 
observations and journal notes, I was able to identify a variation of the word wall as a 
sheltered instruction strategy. The English teacher in the non-coached group incorporated 
color-coded objectives on the board. She color-coded important words for the day such 
academic language and final product (J. Holmes, personal communication, October 
2017). After the first coaching session, both science teachers, in the non-coached and 
coached group, highlighted academic language on their PowerPoints. 
Overall, all five teachers in the study were implementing sheltered instruction 
strategies in their classroom to make the content accessible to their students (Echevarría, 
Vogt, & Short, 2008; Echevarria, et al., 2011, Seidlitz & Perryman, 2011; Short, 2013; 
Gonzalez, 2017). 
The following section contains an explanation of the next chapter. 
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Summary 
This chapter we discussed the two research questions to demonstrate if 
instructional coaching improves the implementation of sheltered instructional strategies 
after professional development. In the next chapter I will discuss conclusion and 
recommendations. 
 
 
 
 
 
 CHAPTER V  
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The purpose of this mixed methods record of study was to explore the relationship 
after a professional development session between the teachers' implementation of 
sheltered instructional educational strategies and instructional coaching. This chapter 
summarizes the record of study and data analysis procedures utilized to help answer the 
research questions. It also includes an explanation of the findings from the data analysis 
performed as well as the conclusions of this study. The implications and 
recommendations for further study are discussed in the closing pages. 
Summary 
This mixed method record of study was designed to explore the relationship 
between instructional coaching and the implementation of sheltered instructional 
strategies after a professional development training. This mixed methods research should 
provide a better understanding to district personnel, campus administrators, campus 
instructional coaches, and teachers about the level of implementation of sheltered 
instruction strategies after teachers’ attendance to professional development on 7SLRIC 
(Seidlitz & Perryman, 2011). In addition, the research provides feedback to the school 
administrators on teachers’ self-perception of their knowledge in sheltered instruction, 
and how often teachers believe they apply sheltered instruction strategies in their classes 
(Darling-Hammond, 2010; Macías, Da Luz Fontes, Kephart, & Blume, 2012; Daniel & 
Conlin, 2015). This could potentially provide a framework for teachers goal-setting, 
campus professional development, and individual instructional coach support. 
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Five teachers participated in this study. There were two ELAR teachers, two 
Biology teachers, and one ESOL teacher. The research design consisted of a non-coached 
group and a coached group. The non-coached group was composed of three teachers 
while the coached group was composed of two teachers. Overall, there were two teachers 
per content area ELAR and Biology, plus one in ESOL. After providing coaching on the 
7 Steps to a Language-Rich Interactive Classroom (Seidlitz & Perryman, 2011) as a 
professional development support within a period of six months, I observed each teacher 
four times during the class period (45 minutes). The Assessment Rubric (Appendix B) 
was used to provide feedback to the coached group teachers each time they were 
observed. The two teachers in the coached group had an instructional coaching session 
after each classroom observation 
During this research, both quantitative and qualitative data were gathered. The 
information collected during the study: (1) informed the coaching instructional sessions, 
and (2) provided evidence to show the effectiveness in implementing classroom strategies 
for ELLs after the professional development with monitoring and coaching feedback. I 
collected quantitative information in the form of teachers’ questionnaire regarding the 
7SLRIC (Seidlitz & Perryman, 2011) strategies used in the classroom, before and after 
instructional coaching sessions. The qualitative information was nested in the study 
(Creswell, 2011). I also collected qualitative data before the study, during each classroom 
observation and during each instructional coaching session. The information collected 
indicated: (1) professional development session planning, (2) teachers’ implementation of 
the 7SLRIC (Seidlitz & Perryman) strategies in their classrooms, and (3) teachers’ 
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reflection during the coaching session. The information gathered was used to assign 
teachers to specific professional development in order to: (1) implement better practices 
in their classrooms, (2) differentiate the instruction for ELLs, and (3) provide the ELLs 
population with better practices in their education. 
 I collected data in phases following the HTHS fall semester period. After 
completing a walkthrough, the information collected was coded by themes (Echevarría, 
Vogt, & Short, 2008; Echevarria, et al., 2011; Seidlitz & Perryman, 2011; Short, 2013; 
Gonzalez, 2017). I gathered data on sheltered instruction strategies implementation, and 
frequency of implementation, from the five teachers’ classrooms. The quantitative 
analysis was helpful in comparing performance before and after the instructional 
coaching session. The research questions were:  
Research Questions 
Research question # 1. What are the teachers' current practices in their classes to 
support ELLs?  More specifically: 
1a. Before individual coaching, does the teacher have an understanding of  
the 7 Steps to a Language-Rich Interactive Classroom? (Appendix C)  
1b. During the study, what do they state about which and how any or all 7 steps 
were incorporated?  
Research question #2. Does tailored and focused coaching improve the 
successful implementation of sheltered instruction teaching strategies to support 
ELLs?  More specifically: 
2a. Which, if any, of the 7 steps are used in the ELL classroom? (Appendix B)  
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2b. How and how frequently are any or all of the 7 Steps to a Language-Rich  
Interactive Classroom incorporated into classes with ELLs?   
2c. Why do the teachers choose different specific 7 Steps to a Language-Rich 
Interactive Classroom strategy?  
2d. How comfortable are the teachers using the strategies suggested in 7 Steps to  
a Language-Rich Interactive Classroom? 
The research questions were addressed by quantitative and qualitative analysis. 
The quantitative analysis compared the mean and median scores from a questionnaire 
addressing seven components of teaching strategies, planning and daily instruction. The 
data collected from the self-reported assessments at the beginning and at the end of the 
study and the data collected from the first and last researcher’s assessment were used to 
determine if the teachers improved during the study. An improvement, found from the 
researcher’s questionnaire, meant that the teachers were incorporating sheltered 
instructional strategies as needed during the classroom observations. Whereas, an 
improvement, found from the self-reported assessment questionnaire, meant that the 
teachers reported that they increased the frequency with which they incorporated the 
sheltered instructional strategies in the classroom during the semester. Any improvement 
within the coached group was measured by a comparison of the responses to the 
questionnaire after the first and last coaching sessions. Any improvement within the non-
coached group was measured by a comparison of the responses to the questionnaire after 
the initial professional development session and subsequent observations. Two sources of 
measurements were used: one from the teachers (self-evaluation) and then another from 
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me (the researcher) as recommended by Kettler, et al., 2018. Lastly, the final scores from 
both sources for the components of planning and daily instruction between the two 
groups were compared. The qualitative data collected in the classroom and during the 
coaching sessions were coded and classified by themes (Echevarría, Vogt, & Short, 2008; 
Stake, 2010; Echevarria, et al.; 2011, Seidlitz & Perryman, 2011; Short, 2013; Gonzalez, 
2017). The coding was carried out by me without software. I started classifying the lesson 
activities as sheltered instructions used in the classroom in themes using an inductive 
analysis (Echevarría, Vogt, & Short, 2008; Stake, 2010; Echevarria, et al.; 2011, Seidlitz 
& Perryman, 2011; Short, 2013; Gonzalez, 2017). The qualitative data and my 
questionnaires from classroom observations with the coached grouped, supported by the 
literature previously described, were used to inform this study’s conclusions. 
Conclusions 
 First and foremost, the data showed that instructional coaching did have a positive 
outcome; with the coached group demonstrating an improvement on implementation of 
sheltered instructional strategies. As shown on Figure 4.1, the teachers’ self-reported 
assessment for the non-coached group showed an improvement in comprehensible input, 
and interactions. On the same figure, the coached group self-reported assessment showed 
an improvement on lesson preparation, comprehensible input, interactions, and strategy. 
On Figure 4.2, the reporter’s assessment for the non-coached group showed an 
improvement in lesson preparation only. Also, on Figure 4.2, the reporter’s assessment 
indicated an improvement in lesson preparation, comprehensible input, interactions, 
lesson delivery, and practices and applications for the coached group. This record of 
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study has revealed some consistencies and inconsistencies between the teachers’ self-
reported assessment of the implementation of sheltered instruction strategies after 
professional development and my assessments as a researcher. Teachers felt that they did 
not implement sheltered instruction strategies as frequently as I observed is shown in 
Figures 4.1, 4.2 and Appendix D. For example, the non-coached teachers self-reported an 
improvement in comprehensible input while I reported a decreased in median score for 
comprehensible input between the first and last classroom observations. Also, the non-
coached teachers self-reported an improvement in lesson delivery while I observed a 
decreased in median score for strategies implemented in class. I observed the following 
strategies implemented in the classroom: anchor charts, bilingual dictionaries, classroom 
management, cognates, content objectives, demonstrations of classroom activities, 
explicitly shared objectives during the lesson, graphic organizers, illustrations or visuals 
for vocabulary, journal entries, marginal notes, modeling the language and use by 
paraphrasing of students’ answer, oral and written instructions, PowerPoint presentations, 
time to prepare materials, small group instruction, sufficient wait time, teacher’s 
knowledge the students level of English proficiency, text comprehension strategies, stem 
sentences, word walls, and world-knowledge self-reported assessment as shown on Table 
4.45  
It was observed that non-coached self-reported in the sheltered instructional 
strategies averages either showed a decrease or no change in score; with the exception of 
increases in comprehensible input and interactions (Appendix D). The coached group 
self-reported in the sheltered instructional strategies averages show an increase for 
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instance, comprehensible input, interactions, lesson preparation, and strategies (Appendix 
D). 
Likewise, the results reported by the researcher showed either a decrease or no 
change in mean scores in the sheltered instructional strategies for the non-coached group, 
with the exception of lesson preparation and strategies. The researcher’s assessment for 
the coached group showed increase in mean scores for all components except for daily 
expectations, which remained without change. 
The analysis of the distribution of responses (i.e., box plots) from the teachers’ 
self-reported assessment and the researcher’s assessment shows consistency in many 
aspects. The analysis showed that both, the researcher’s assessment and the self-reported 
assessment consistently show the improvement of the coached group in the sheltered 
instructional strategies: lesson preparation, comprehensible input, strategy and 
interactions. Both, the researcher’s assessment and the teachers’ self-reported assessment 
coincide that the non-coached group worsened its scores in the sheltered instructional 
strategies: lesson delivery, practice and application as seen in Figure 4.1 and 4.2. 
It is also noticeable and consistent that, in both assessments (i.e., teachers’ self-
reported and researcher’s), there is a larger variability in the sheltered instructional 
strategies average scores from the non-coached group than from the coached group. 
It appears that the teachers in the coached group applied several sheltered 
instruction strategies to make the instruction comprehensible by students. I became aware 
of this when transcribing, coding by inductive analysis the classroom observations and 
coaching sessions by themes (Echevarría, et al., 2008; Stake, 2010; Echevarria et al., 
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2011; Fritzen, 2011; Seidlitz & Jones, 2012; Kareva & Echevarria, 2013; Short, 2013; 
Baecher, et al., 2016).  
The highlight of this study was observing teachers in the coached group 
implementing sheltered instruction strategies during their instruction more frequently and 
consistently after professional development and coaching. These findings are aligned to 
the theories by Knight, 2008, 2018; Gomez Johnson, 2016; Johnson, et al., 2017; Wang 
2017 previously discussed in this study. Specifically, they incorporated anchor charts, 
cognates, content objectives, demonstrations of classroom activities, explicitly shared 
objectives during the lesson, graphic organizers, illustrations or visuals for 
vocabulary,  journal entries, marginal notes, modeling the language and use by 
paraphrasing of students’ answer, oral and written instructions, PowerPoint presentations, 
small group instruction, sufficient wait time, text comprehension strategies, stem 
sentences, and word walls to their lessons. These instructional strategies were discussed 
thru this study and are aligned to the findings of Echevarría, et al., 2008; Echevarria et 
al., 2011; Fritzen, 2011; Seidlitz & Jones, 2012; Kareva & Echevarria, 2013; Short, 2013; 
Baecher, et al., 2016). Applying different sheltered instruction strategies provided 
students with the opportunity to naturally understand the content while acquiring the 
English language (Krashen, 2013).  
Implications 
 The implications of  this research endeavor may be summed into the following 
assertion: school districts need to provide more support to teachers in the implementation 
of sheltered instructional strategies (i.e., instructional coaching) following up their 
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attendance to professional development related to shelter instructional strategies (Gordon, 
2004; Hansen-Thomas, et al., 2017; Bates & Morgan, 2018). As discussed by Kettler, et 
al. (2018) “employing different classroom observational tools, teacher self-report practice 
assessments, and student achievement metrics can yield information about teacher 
effectiveness informing” (p. 232). Teacher coaching after professional development 
seems to be a determining factor in ensuring the implementation of instructional 
strategies (Hansen-Thomas, et al., 2014; Russell, 2015; Bates & Morgan, 2018; Lindvall 
& Ryve, 2019). While teacher attendance to professional development training is vital, 
they also need to pair up with other teachers, an instructional coach, or administrator to 
discuss the implementation of strategies.  
 To avoid a discrepancy between the researcher’s data collection, it is important to 
calibrate the data collection. During this research teachers’ self-reported assessment was 
harder than mine. Thus, there is a discrepancy in the self-report and researcher’s report of 
the number of instructional strategies implemented in the classroom. 
Recommendations for Further Study 
 The referenced literature suggests that teachers will implement a professional 
development if they receive additional support from the school, the instructional coaches, 
administrators or both (Hansen-Thomas, et al., 2014; Russell, 2015; Bates & Morgan, 
2018; Lindvall & Ryve, 2019). This record of study supports that theoretical framework, 
but there is much more to do in order to support teachers in successfully implementing 
the discussed educational strategies. Further study is necessary to bridge the gap between 
theory and real-world application. 
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Additional research is needed to explore the implementation of instructional 
strategies while coaching teachers after professional development during the 
implementation of these strategies.  
Additional research, observing larger samples, is necessary to determine the 
effectiveness of coaching. These samples should include more teachers, a larger number 
of observations that are more spread out through time. 
In subsequent research, lessons should be recorded to allow the teachers to watch 
themselves and reflect before each coaching session. 
Lessons Learned 
In retrospect, this record of study could have benefited from handling several 
matters differently. For instance, more teachers should be included in the data collection 
(i.e., a larger sample size); more qualitative data, such as students’ perceptions and 
students’ feedback of which strategies help them to better understand new material, 
should be gathered. A larger sample size is necessary to include more quantitative data in 
the statistical analysis.  
A component of planning with the teacher should be included in the coaching 
sessions. Specifically, an analysis of the teacher’s lesson plan and coaching them while 
planning the next unit should be part of the session. This should effectively provide 
teachers step-by-step guidance on how to effectively include sheltered instruction 
strategies in their lesson. A book study component should be included to the coaching 
sessions. In a professional learning community, teachers in the coached group would 
discuss a book and examples from their classroom instruction. Finally, video recording of 
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the lessons could be a very constructive addition to the discussion with the teachers 
during the coaching sessions. 
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APPENDIX B 
ASSESSMENT 1 RUBRIC 
To be used by administrators 
 
  Adapted from Echevarria’s, et al. (2008) incorporating the instructional 
strategies mentioned in the 7SLRIC book (Seidlitz & Perryman, 2011) and in 
The fundamental 5: The formula for quality instruction book (Cain & Laird, 
2011).  
      
Grade: Class/Topic:     
ESL Level: Lesson:  
Multi-day  Single-day  
(circle one) 
 
Total Points Earned:  
 
Percentage Score:  
 
Directions: Circle the number that best reflects what you observe in a sheltered lesson. 
You may give a score from 0-4 (or NA on selected items). Cite under “comments” 
specific examples of the behaviors observed. 
4 = Performance indicator met at 100%  
3 = Performance indicator met at 70% 
2 = Performance indicator met below 70 %  
1 = Performance indicator met below 50%  
0 = Performance indicator NOT met. 
NA = Performance indicator NOT applicable. 
 
 
Part I: Preparation 
PREPARATION 4 3 2 1 0 n/a 
Define, display, and review my objectives with students each day.  
      
Use supplementary materials to a high degree, making the lesson 
clear and meaningful (graphs, models, visuals) 
      
Adapt my content (e.g., text, assignment) to all levels of student 
proficiency 
      
 172 
Plan meaningful activities that integrate lesson concepts (e.g., 
surveys, letter writing simulations, constructing models) with 
language practice opportunities for reading, writing, listening, and 
speaking 
      
Comments:  
Part II: Instruction 
DAILY EXPECTATIONS 4 3 2 1 0 n/a 
Framing the lesson “We will” and “I will” 
      
Power Zone 
      
Comments:  
COMPREHENSIBLE INPUT 4 3 2 1 0 n/a 
The students know what to say instead of I don’t know 
      
Use a variety of techniques to make content concepts clear 
(modeling, visuals, hands-on activities, demonstrations, gestures, 
body language) 
      
Comments:  
STRATEGIES 4 3 2 1 0 n/a 
Randomize when calling students 
      
Plan for Purposeful Writing Activities 
      
Plan for Purposeful Conversation Activities 
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Comments:   
INTERACTION 4 3 2 1 0 n/a 
Use total response signals 
      
Create activities for Structured Conversations between students 
      
Create activities for students to complete Structured Reading 
      
Comments:   
PRACTICE AND APPLICATION 4 3 2 1 0 n/a 
Create activities for students to complete for Structured Writing 
      
Comments:   
LESSON DELIVERY 4 3 2 1 0 n/a 
Use Visuals Strategies  
      
Use Vocabulary Strategies  
      
Comments:  
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APPENDIX C 
TEACHER’S SELF-ASSESSMENT  
 
Adapted from Echevarria’s, et al. (2008) incorporating the instructional strategies 
mentioned in the 7SLRIC book (Seidlitz & Perryman, 2011) and in The fundamental 5: 
The formula for quality instruction book (Cain & Laird, 2011). 
Please complete the following information 
 
_________ years teaching   ESL certified _____yes ______no  
 
Content area certification(s) 
___________________________________________________ 
 
Content area teaching school year 2017-18 
_______________________________________ 
 
Highest College Degree: 
______________________________________________________ 
 
Using the features below, mark the box that most closely represents your current teaching 
practices: 
D=Daily, O=Often/Occasionally, N=Never  
 
 
Part I: Preparation 
PREPARATION D O N 
Define, display, and review my objectives with students each day.  
   
Use supplementary materials to a high degree, making the lesson clear and 
meaningful (graphs, models, visuals) 
   
Adapt my content (e.g., text, assignment) to all levels of student proficiency 
   
Plan meaningful activities that integrate lesson concepts (e.g., surveys, letter 
writing simulations, constructing models) with language practice 
opportunities for reading, writing, listening, and speaking 
   
Part II: Instruction 
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DAILY EXPECTATIONS D O N 
Framing the lesson “We will” and “I will” 
   
Power Zone 
   
COMPREHENSIBLE INPUT D O N 
The students know what to say instead of I don’t know 
   
Use a variety of techniques to make content concepts clear (modeling, 
visuals, hands-on activities, demonstrations, gestures, body language) 
   
STRATEGIES D O N 
Randomize when calling students 
   
Plan for Purposeful Writing Activities 
   
Plan for Purposeful Conversation Activities 
   
INTERACTION D O N 
Use total response signals 
   
Create activities for Structured Conversations between students 
   
Create activities for students to complete Structured Reading 
   
PRACTICE AND APPLICATION D O N 
Create activities for students to complete for Structured Writing 
   
LESSON DELIVERY D O N 
Use Visuals Strategies  
   
Use Vocabulary Strategies  
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APPENDIX D 
SUMMARY OF ASSESSMENT SCORES  
Group Assessment Component Mean Median Time 
coached self-reported 
Lesson 
preparation 2.13 2.25 before 
non-coached self-reported 
Lesson 
preparation 2.42 2.00 before 
coached self-reported 
lesson 
preparation 2.38 2.50 after 
non-coached self-reported 
lesson 
preparation 2.42 2.00 after 
coached self-reported 
daily 
expectations 3.00 3.00 before 
non-coached self-reported 
daily 
expectations 3.00 3.00 before 
coached self-reported 
Daily 
expectations 3.00 3.00 after 
non-coached self-reported 
daily 
expectations 3.00 3.00 after 
coached self-reported 
comprehensi
ble input 2.25 2.25 before 
non-coached self-reported 
comprehensi
ble input 2.33 2.50 before 
coached self-reported 
comprehensi
ble input 2.50 2.50 after 
non-coached self-reported 
comprehensi
ble input 2.50 3.00 after 
coached self-reported strategies 2.50 3.00 before 
non-coached self-reported strategies 2.56 3.00 before 
coached self-reported strategies 2.84 3.00 after 
non-coached self-reported strategies 2.56 3.00 after 
coached self-reported interactions 2.17 2.00 before 
non-coached self-reported interactions 2.00 2.00 before 
coached self-reported interactions 2.50 2.50 after 
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Group Assessment Component Mean Median Time 
non-coached self-reported interactions 2.45 3.00 after 
coached self-reported 
practice 
application 2.50 2.50 before 
non-coached self-reported 
practice 
application 2.33 2.00 before 
coached self-reported 
practice 
application 2.50 2.50 after 
non-coached self-reported 
practice 
application 2.00 2.00 after 
coached self-reported delivery 2.50 2.50 before 
non-coached self-reported delivery 2.50 2.50 before 
coached self-reported delivery 2.25 2.25 after 
non-coached self-reported delivery 2.33 2.00 after 
coached researcher 
lesson 
preparation 1.79 2.00 before 
non-coached researcher 
lesson 
preparation 3.00 3.50 before 
coached researcher 
lesson 
preparation 3.13 3.25 after 
non-coached researcher 
lesson 
preparation 3.25 3.50 after 
coached researcher 
daily 
expectations 4.00 4.00 before 
non-coached researcher 
daily 
expectations 4.00 4.00 before 
coached researcher 
daily 
expectations 4.00 4.00 after 
non-coached researcher 
daily 
expectations 4.00 4.00 after 
coached researcher 
comprehensi
ble input 1.00 1.00 before 
non-coached researcher 
comprehensi
ble input 3.33 4.00 before 
coached researcher 
comprehensi
ble input 3.00 3.00 after 
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Group Assessment Component Mean Median Time 
non-coached researcher 
comprehensi
ble input 2.67 2.00 after 
coached researcher strategies 3.00 3.00 before 
non-coached researcher strategies 2.89 4.00 before 
coached researcher strategies 3.50 3.50 after 
non-coached researcher strategies 3.11 4.00 after 
coached researcher interactions 1.50 1.50 before 
non-coached researcher interactions 2.17 3.00 before 
coached researcher interactions 3.34 3.00 after 
non-coached researcher interactions 1.56 2.00 after 
coached researcher 
practice 
application 1.50 1.50 before 
non-coached researcher 
practice 
application 4.00 4.00 before 
coached researcher 
practice 
application 3.00 3.00 after 
non-coached researcher 
practice 
application 3.33 4.00 after 
coached researcher delivery 1.00 1.00 before 
non-coached researcher delivery 3.17 4.00 before 
coached researcher delivery 2.75 2.75 after 
non-coached researcher delivery 2.33 2.00 after 
 
